CHAPTER 5

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Introduction

This Phoenix Resource Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) is being prepared by specialists
from the Phoenix Didrict Office and the Phoenix Resource Area
The Arizona State Office planning staff and resource specialists
provide technical reviews and suggestions. Developing this
RMP/EIS began in 1986.

LIST OF PREPARERS

Tim L. Sanders, Team Leader - Draft RMP/EIS
BS in Wildife Biology, MS in Agricultura Economics, New

Mexico State Universty. He has worked nine years for the
BLM.

Don Ducote, Assistant Team Leader « Draft RMP/EIS;
Team Leader « Proposed RMP/FEIS
BSin Education, MSin Botany, University of Arizona. He
has worked for the BLM for nine years.

Wendedl G. Peacock, Word Process Operator
BA in Mass Communications, Arizona State University.
Wendell provided word processing  and  technicd  assistance.
He has worked two years for the BLM.

Wanda D. Johnson, Editorial Assistant
AA in Business Administration, Big Bend Community
College, Waeshington. Wanda provided word  processing  and
technicd assdance. She has worked 45 years for the BLM.

Hector B. Abrego, Realty Specialist
BS in Range Science, Texas A&M; Lands training at
Phoenix Training Center. Hector wrote the Land sections.
He has worked 11 years for the BLM.

Clair Button, Botanist
BS‘in Natural Resources, University of Michigan. Clair
wrote the Special Status Plants section. He has worked for
the BLM for 10 years.

Joyce Cook, Public Contact Specialist
Joyce creged the land daus maps and was responsble for
verifying the cartographic input and al land status infor-
mation. She has worked for the BLM for 15 years.

Kimberly J. Fritz, Range Conservationist
BS in Environmental Resources, Arizona State University;
Range Training at Phoenix Training Center. Kim wrote the
Range Management Section in the draft RMP/EIS.

William R. Gibson, Archaeologist
BS in Business Administration; graduate studies in
Archaeology, Arizona State University. Bill wrote the
Cultural Resources sections. He has worked for the BLM
for nine years.

Richard B. Hanson, Outdoor Recreation Planner
BS in Parks and Recreation Resource Management,
Michigan State University. Rich prepared the Recreation
sections. He has worked for the BLM for 11 years.

0. Lee Higgins, Supervisory Range Conservationist
BS in Range Management and Wildlife Biology, New
Mexico State University. Lee helped with the Rangeland
Management section in the Proposed RMP/FEIS. He has
worked for the BLM 16 years.

Sylvia Jordan, Wildlife Biologist
BS Wildlife Management, Arizona State University. Sylvia
wrote the Riparian and Wildlife sections. She has worked
13 years for the BLM.

Russell W. Krapf, Soil Scientist
BA in Chemistry, California Western University. MS in
Agricultural Chemistry and Soils, University of Arizona.
PhD in Soil Science, University of Idaho. Russ prepared
the responses to the Soil, Water and Air and Watershed
Management related public comments. He has worked 10
years for the BLM.

Joann Landis, Word Process Operator
Joann provided word processing for the Proposed
RMP/FEIS. She has worked 23 years in federa service.
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Glenn E. Martin, Natural Resources Specialist
BS in Forestry, major in Range Management, University
of Idaho. Glenn wrote the Wild Burro sections. He has
worked for the BLM for 29 years.

Jack C. Norris, Range Conservationist
BS in Agriculture Production/Range Management, Montana
State University. Jack helped with Watershed Management
ad wrote the Vegetation section in the draft RMP/EIS and
helped with the Rengdand Management section in the Pro-
posed RMP/FEIS. He has worked 21 years for the BLM.

David A. Plume, Geologist
BS in Geology, Metropolitan State College, Colorado. David
wrote the Minerals section in the draft RMPIEIS.

John H. Schuler, Biologist
BS in Botany, University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee; MA
in Botany, Universty of Montana John was responsible for
the Special Status Plants section in the draft RMP/EIS.

Amos Soan, Jr., Cartographic Aid
Certificate of Engineering Technology/Surveying, Western
Indian  Polytechnic Ingtitute, New Mexico. Amos did carto-
graphic work for the RMPIEIS. He has worked two years
for the BLM.

Mark E. Van Der Puy, Hydrologist
BS in Letters and Forestry, Calvin College, Michigan; BS
in Forestry, University of Michigan; MS in Watershed
Management, University of Arizona. Mark was responsi-
ble for the Soil, Water and Air section and helped with the
Watershed Management section in the draft RMPIEIS.

ARTWORK AND GRAPHICS

Larry Davis
Myrna Fink
Judith A. McDonald

STATE OFFICE AND PHOENIX
DISTRICT ASSISTANCE

The following people from the BLM’s Arizona State Office
provided technical assistance and review for this RMPIEIS.

D. Dean Bibles, Arizona State Director

Lynn H. Engdahl, Associate State Director

Larry P. Bauer, Deputy State Director, Mineral Resources

Beaumont C. McClure, Deputy State Director, Land and
Renewable  Resources

Robert E. Archibald, Jr., Realty Specialist

Jane Closson, Writer-Editor

Eugene Dahlem, Wildlife Biologist

Daniel J. McGlothlin, Hydrologist

Keith L. Pearson, Planning and Environmental Coordinator
Alan S. Rabinoff, Geologist

George W. Ramey, Range Conservationist

Gary D. Stumpf, Archaeologist

Larry D. Taddia, Supervisory Cartographic Technician
Bruce B. Talbot, Outdoor Recreation Planner

Marvin E. Weiss, Natural Resource Specialist

The following people from the BLM’s Phoenix District
Office provided technical assistance and review for this
RMP/EIS.

Henri R. Bisson, Phoenix District Manager
Herman L. Kast, Associate District Manager
Arthur E. Tower, Phoenix Resource Area Manager

Kirby Boldan, Realty Specialist

Mary Barger, Archaeologist

Paul J. Buff, Assistant District Manager, Mineras

William K. Carter, Planning and Environmental Coordinator
Theodore E. Cordery, Wildlife Biologist

Karen Daniels, Computer Specialist

Kenneth R. Drew, Assistant District Manager, Operations
Robert D. Mitchell, Range Conservationist

William J. Ruddick, Redty Specialist

Richard Thomas, Public Affairs Specialist

SCOPING (Issue Identification)

Scoping served to identify the significant issues to be ana-
lyzed in the RMP/EIS and de-emphasized or eliminated from
detailed gudy indgnificant issues or issues addressed in  earlier
environmental reviews. The significant environmental issues
were then incorporated into arange of alternatives, and the ef-
fects or impacts of implementing the dtemnatives were andyzed
in this RMP/EIS.

The BLM hed severd public scoping meetings to help iden-
tify public concerns about issues. Based on professional judg-
ment, BLM resource specidists dso identified issues. A review
of dl issues by resource managers and an interdisciplinary  team
concluded the scoping process.



The scoping process for this RMP/EIS involved several  phases,
extending from February 1986 to April 1988.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND CONSULTATION
DURING DEVELOPMENT OF THE RMP/EIS

An active public participation program was conducted from
the dat of the planing process for this document. The follow-
ing section highlights the public participation opportunities
available during the RMP’s development.

January 1986
Federal Register notice, press release and public mailing
(900 individuals and groups) announcing the beginning of
the Phoenix RMP/EIS and inviting public participation on
issue identification.

February 1986
Public meetings held in Tucson, Phoenix, Holbrook and
St. Johns to solicit comments on planning issues.

May 1986
Issue newsletter (900 recipients) with issue identification
results.

March through September 1986
Interest group scoping meetings included environmental
groups, specia interest public land users, city, county, State
and federal government officials and Indian tribal councils.

November 1986
Issue newsletter (900 recipients) to solicit comments on
preliminary aternatives.

December 1986
Public meetings in Tucson, Phoenix, Holbrook and St.
Johns to solicit comments on alternatives.

January through July 1987
Continue meetings with interest groups and individuals to
discuss alternatives.

July 1987
Issue newsletter describing final list of alternatives chosen
for study in the RMP/EIS.

January 1988
Publish draft RMP/EIS and begin 90-day public comment
period.

February 1988
Public hearings in Tucson and Phoenix to solicit comments
on the draft RMP/EIS.

December 1988
Publish Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS,
AND PERSONS TO WHOM COPIES
OF THIS STATEMENT WILL BE SENT

Because of the size of the mailing list (900), only a partial
list of those who will receive the document follows.
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Federal Agencies

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Department of Agriculture
Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service
Department of Defense
Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Air Force
Department of Energy
Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation
Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
Fish and Wildlife Service
Geological Survey
National Park Service
Environmental Protection Agency

Arizona State Agencies

Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality

Arizona Department of Health Services

Arizona Department of Library, Archives, and Public Records
Arizona Department of Transportation

Arizona Game and Fish Department

Arizona Office of Economic Planning and Development
Arizona Oil and Gas Commission

Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission
Arizona State Clearinghouse

Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer

Arizona State Land Commissioner

Arizona State Parks Board

Arizona Department of Water Resources

Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology

Governor's Commission on Arizona Environment
Mineral Resource Department
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Local Agencies

Central Arizona Association of Governments

City of Casa Grande

City of Eloy

City of Phoenix

City of Superior

City of Tucson

Gila County Planning and Zoning Department
Maricopa County Association of Governments
Maricopa County Board of Supervisors
Maricopa County Parks Department

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Commission
Mohave County Board of Supervisors

Mohave County Planning and Zoning Commission
Northern Arizona Council of Governments

Pima County Association of Governments

Pima County Board of Supervisors

Pima County Parks and Recreation Department
Pima County Planning and Zoning Department
Pinal County Board of Supervisors

Pinal County Planning and Zoning Department

Y avapai County Board of Supervisors

Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Department

Indian Tribes and Councils

Ak-Chin Indian Community

Fort McDowell Mohave-Apache Community Council
Gila River Indian Community

Hopi Tribal Council

Navagjo Tribal Council

Pascua Yagui Tribal Council

Sdt River Pima-Maricopa Community Council
Tohono O’Odham Council

Y avapai-Apache Community Council

Y avapai-Prescott Board of Directors

Interest Groups

Arizona Cattle Growers Association

Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society

Arizona Mining Association

Arizona Mining and Prospecting Association

Arizona Nature Conservancy

Arizona Outdoor Coalition

Arizona Prospectors and Small Mine Operators Association

Arizona Public Service

Arizona State Association of Four-Wheel-Drive Clubs,
Incorporated

Arizona Wildlife Federation

Audubon Society

Bureau of Land Management Advisory Board

Defenders of Wildlife

Desert Tortoise Council

International  Society for the Protection of

Kingman Grazing Advisory Board

Mustangs and  Burros

L eague of Women Voters

National Audubon Society

Natural Resources Defense Council, Incorporated
New Mexico and Arizona Land and Cattle Company
News Media

Oil and Gas Compapies

ORV Clubs

Phoenix District Advisory Council

Phoenix-Lower Gila Resource Area Grazing Advisory Board
Public Lands Council

Rockhound  Clubs

Santa Fe Minerals

Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter

Sierra Club, Rincon Chapter

Sierra Club, Southwest Office

United Four-Wheel-Drive Association

Wild Burro Protection Association

The Wilderness Society

Wildlife Society

Yuma Audubon Society

Elected Representatives

FEDERAL

Senator Dennis DeConcini
Senator John McCain
Representative Jim Kolbe
Representative Jon Kyl
Representative Bob Stump
Representative Morris K. Udall
Representative John J. Rhodes |11

STATE

Governor Rose Mofford
Speaker of the House
President of the Senate




Public Comments On The Draft
RMP/EIS

The results of public comments on the draft RMP/EIS are
separated into three sections 1) BLM's generd response to  public
comments 2) public hearing transcripts 3) public comment let-
tersand BLM’ s specific responses.

BLM's General Response to Comments

Planning Process: This reponse is designed to claify the
differences  between the vaious levels in the BLM plamning pro-
cess. Detailed information is available in the Planning Regula-
tions (43 CFR 1600) and the BLM Planning Manual (Sections
1600 through 1630).

The plaming sysem incorporates three tiers the most gened
is the policy tier that identifies goas, objectives priorities, ater-
naives and other factors for use in planning. [lllustrative of this
isthe Arizona State Director Policy for Resource Management
Paming that directs the initigion and development of resource
management plans throughout the state.

The Resource Management Plan (RMP) is a second tier. This
generd  document outlines planning gods and actions for  multi-
ple ue management of the public lands in a didrict or resource
aea The RMP edablises the combinations of land and resource
uses; relaed levds of investment and production andor protec-
tion to be maintained; and general management practices and
congrants for the various public land resources covered by the
plan. These ae st foth as the terms conditions and decisons
that apply to BLM management activities and operations and
ae preented in the form of multipleuse prescriptions and  plan
elements.

Plan conclusions must reflect Federal Lund Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) principles for planning and multi-
ple use objectives (PL 94-579, Title I, Section 202.). Alter-
native solutions for major competitive situations, trade-offs,
environmental consequences and other effects are always con-
sidered in the formulation of plan alternatives. The RMP is not
afinal implementation decision on actions which require fur-
ther specific plans, process steps or  decisons under  specific  pro-
visions of law and regulations.

The third tier of planning (the activity plan) shows in detail
how to carry out the particular uses provided for in the RMP
tier. Activity plans are generally resource program specific;
however, they may involve more than one resource program. For
example, this RMP/EIS document lists the development of
activity plans as as a management action for implementation of
the RMP. The activity plans for these areas would detail,
specifically, how management goals would be carried out, a
schedule for implementation, and budget requirements.

Upon approva of the RMP in a Record of Decision (ROD),
some actions may be immediately implemented. Implementa-
tion of most specific actions, however, depends on the comple-
tion of environmental assessments and compliance with all
applicable laws.
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PUBLIC COMMENTS

Section 7 Consultation: Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA), requires every federal
aency, in consultation with the US. Fish and Wildife Service,
to ensure that any action it authorizes, funds or carries out is
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat. Further, Section 7 requires federal agencies to
confer with the Secretary on any action which is likey to jeopa-
dize the continued exisence of proposed Species or result in  the
Oedruction or adverse  modification of proposed  criticdl  habitat.

Pursuant to an understanding with the USFWS during infor-
ma consultation in October 1987, this Proposed RMP/FEIS hes
been submitted to the USFWS for consultation under Section
7 of the ESA.

Management Guidance: Several public comments expressed
concern that proposals in the RMP would conflict with the
BLM's policies for wildife management. Proposds which iden-
tify federd candidate species hebitat or ripaian aess for possble
disposal were of particular concern. Guidelines for management
and planning of candidate wildlife habitat and riparian areas,
as expressed in IM-WO-87-684, Executive Orders 11988 and
11990 and the BLM Plaming Regulations, do not automaticaly
prohibit disposal of candidate species habitat or riparian areas.

As daed a severd points in the draft RMP/EIS and this Pro-
possd RMP/FEIS, a decison to dispose of public land is based
upon the results of environmentd assessments for every disposd
action. The importance of the habitat or areawith regard to its
overall abundance and distribution, the importance of federal
management in its overall survival, the foreseeable uses of the
habitat or area in non-public ownership and the differences be-
tween feasible federal and non-federal protection for the habitat
or area are some of the factors (considered during the
environmental  assessment process)  which  would  influence a  find
federal management decision to dispose of or retain the land.

BLM must select the best overall multiple use plan for each
area. Therefore, management cannot exclude from disposal any
land because — and only because — the land is candidate species
habitat or riparian area. The disposal of land does not occur
without the acquisition of land. As stated in the draft and pro-
posed RMPs, the BLM’s goal is to acquire values equal to or
greater than those on disposal land, and only if environmental
assessments indicate disposal would be an option.
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U.5. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTRRIOR
RUREAI OF LAND MANAGEMENT

PHOENIX DISTRICT * ARIZONA

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCERDINGS
PHOENIX RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATRMENT.

Phoenix, Arizona
February 2%, 1988

RY: KATHY H. GRAVRLLE
repavedfor

BLM

(Original)

REPORTER'S5 TRANSCRIPT OF PROCKRDINGS

was taken on the 25th day of February, 1988,

commencing at 7:00 p.m., at the FEmbassy Suitas

Hotel,

Phoeni

Larry

Tim Sa
Rrthur

Henri

Lavista Room, 3210 Northwest ¢rand Avenuce,
X, Arizomna, befove Hearing Officer, Mr.
Rauer.

Also present were Land Use Planner, Mr.
nders; Phoenix Resource Arca Director, Mr,

E. Tower; Phoenix District Manager, Mr,

Rissan.

The following proceedings woere held,

--ollo--

siduosues) BuuesaH dqnd
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MR SANDERS: Tt’'s 7:00. I appreciate
everybody showing wup tonight. Wo are very much
interested in your comments on the Phoenix
Resource Management Plan, and | guess | would
like to stress that's primarily what our job
tonight is: To Jisten to you, listen to what you
have to say concerning the management plan that
Wwe have outlined for public comment.

By design, this gathering tonight is a
publ ic hearing, and jit's sandwiched in between
our YO--day Environmental Impact Statement.

W do have a court reporter present,
and she will prepare a transcript of whatever is
said tonight while the hearing is in
progress. And wWwe have a podium down here for
speakers to come down and speak and let us know
what you think about the Phoenix Resource
Management Pl an.

Larry Bauver, on ny left, is the Hearing
Officer, and he wll have a short introduction to
meke and, then, we w31l go into listening to the
speakers and recording those speakers.

Following the opening and closing of
the hearing, we wll have a questi on-and-answer

session, and we wil) be glad to answer any

qyestions You have about the Phoenix Resource
Management Plan. After that, W wil] be glad to
talk to anybody who wants to, oOne-on-one.

Wth that introduction, J would [like to
turn the nmeeting over to our Hearing officer,
Larry Bauer.

MR. BAUER: l.adies and gentlemen, this

public hearing bill wll now come to order.
I would Ilike to introduce nyself. My
name is Larry Bauer, and |'m the Deputy State

Director for managers at the RLM office on 7th
3treet in Phoenix. I have been appointed Avrizona
state director by Mr. Dean RBRibles to conduct this
jpublic hearing under the authorities of fthe
Secretary of The 1Interior.

This hearing concerns the Phoenix
Resource Management Plan/REnvironmental Impact
Statement in the RLM Phoenix Resource Area.

Most of you, undoubtedly, signed the
attendance sheet as you came into the room. If
you have not done so, | would encourage you to
sign in so that we can have a witten attendance
For the record here.

If you plan to make a statenent this

evening, please be sure to select the appropriate

S1dIHOSNYHL DNIYVIH
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space onp the attendance sheet or give your name

to us so we can call on you.

This hearing wll be racorded by a
court reporter, who wll prepare a transcript of
everything that js said this evening. If you

wish to obtain a copy of the transcript, you
should make arrangements through Henry Hnisson,
who is the Phoenix District Manager or Ayt “Power,
the Phoenix Resource Area Minager, or Mr. Tim
Sanders who is the team |eader for the Phoenix
Resource Area, RMP/ETS. At this time, T would
like to say & few Words about the Phoenix
Resource Management Plan.

Qur management plans four altrrnativrs
For management ¢f the 911,000 acres of public
lands and in RLMs Phoenix Resource Area. The
land in question 1ies in night counties: The
counties of Apache, Navajo, Maricopa, Yavapai,
Pinal, Pima, Gila and Santa Cruz, The plan
identifies ag one of the alternatjves, a NLM-
preferred al ternative. This alternative is BLMs
long-range plan for the area of the plan and
discusses such things 45 |and axchanges, utility
corridors, communication sjtes and the

designation aof areas of critical environmental

concern. In addition, the plan identifies a
Il ong-range program for managing the planning
areas for recreational resources.

At the front of the room, we have
placed several plans which show the RLMpreferred
pl an. At the end of this hearing, the AM
representative will be able to discuss any
questions or aspects of the plan in which you may
he interested. NO”, for a Ffew Wwords about the
procedures to be wused during thjs hearing.

This hearing is not 5 debate or 3 trial
or a question-and-answer session. This advisory
hearing and all interested persons present may
make statements, either written oy oral or both,
that are pertinent to the Resource Managenment
Plan we are covering tonight. Your oral comments
wll be recorded and a transcript of your
comments will appear in the FEnvironmental Tmpact
Statement. You may also obtain these in the
hearing record. Written comments should be
addressed to Arthur E. Tower, Bureau of; Land
Management, Phoenix D strict office, 7.015 wWest
Deer Vvalley Road, Phoenix, Arizona, 85027. This
address is also included in the Draft

Environmental |npact Statement, and ye have

NOILYNIGHOOD GNV NOIWVIINSNOD
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copies of that impact statement available ahead onto the next speaker.

tonight, if you do not. already have one. 71 would MR. JOHNSON: I'm R.H. Johnson.
also like to take a minute to discuss where the MR. BAUER: Pleage step up to gyr
plan goes from hare. mj crophone, here.

As we stated earlier, we are in the MR. JOHNSON: 1 own the DNesgert Hi 11 s Ranch
middle of a 90-day public comment period on the Morristown, Arizona, 72 sections. Under this
Draft RMP/RIS. After the comments period closes proposal, ejght sectjons of that ranch are being
on April the 29th, ye will revicw all comments considered as a trade to developers. If this
and choose a final plan later this year. geo will trade takes place, it wjl} effectively amount to
issue a final Environmental Impact Statement that eight sections of Arizona trade of stats lands
includes a BLM-proposed resource management that will be technically landlocked that we wil)
plan. 30 days after we issue the Final not have access to. In this eight acres, there
environmental impact statement., ye will begin to is one of our wel 1 s and corrals and same of the
implement the proposed plan. best grazing lands on the ranch.

With that introduction, we will now This effectively will reduce the size
begin this hearing. of the vranch by 12-and-a-half percent. We have

Are there any governmental official:; previously, as of December the 28th, 1987,
here tonight who wish to make 3 statement?. 1f prepared gyt options in writing to Mr. Bisson. |
not, Arthur, would you bring the list ogver so we would 1ike to have that letter go into the record
can cell the people in order that they came in? or if not, we will pe glad to update it. and

Our first speaker tonight. 5 Mr. . Y present it again.

Johnson. At the beginning, 1 will tell you, you You have the letter. Should I re-send
have up to 10 minutes to speak,and 1 will it pr will it be satisfactory 4,5 written?

indicate when you have tyg minutes on that tjpe MR. BAURR: Hrnri, would you answer that?
ieft, if you have not finished. Then, we will go MR.  RISSON: That*s fine.

S1dIHOSNVHL DNIHVY3aH
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MR  BAUER: Okay.

MR JOHNSON: That will become a part of
the record?

MR. BISSON: YRS, sir.

MR BADER: Thank you, very nmch, M.

Johnson.
The second speaker is Allen
Klinefelter.

M KLINFFELTER: Yrs, sir. T'm Allen
Klinefelter and I'm RH Johnson's cattle
partner.

M. Johnson owns Dpesert Hills Ranch.
Some of you might he faniliar with it. As you o

from Phoenix to Wickenberg, you overpass
Morristown and you turn right at (Castle Hot
Springs Road. As you cross 74 Hghway, going
east to Lake Pleasant, when you crtrpsg that cattle
ford for the next 10 niles you are going through
the mddle of uys,

Tt's comprised Of about 75 sections,

twoadversesections, Arizona rands, 56 percent;
BLM, 44 percent. And in the southeast corner
there are ranches. There are 59 sections that

are affected by this inmpact statement, right

sections RBI,M wshes to take off the ranch and

10

sell, give, trade, whatever, to individuals. gyt
the very southeast sectijon of the ranch is jn an
Arizona Land Lease section and because it's three
sectijons squared, njne sections, jt woul d
effectively cut that section out of the ranch.

W couldn't l-each it.

There is 30 acres of Arizona lands that
cones dirrrtly north from Whjitman and crosses and
comes on to uys, There is a 4-whee) drive club
that has a lease within our ranch boundarijes and
t hat would he landlocked by this trade.

If you go on north from there, jt's a

40-acre Arizona Land Lease with English Wells
WindmiJll, wells, and corrals that would be cut
off from the ranch. That is the primary water
source. As you probably know, we try to have a

water source and have the cattle work out in a

radius of one mile in each direction. If two
mles, the cattle going that far wll get €oot
gores, It now leaves the ranch jn the middle of

four mles.

Mt only wll this effectijvely take off
the ranr(ggg nine sections, it also wll foul up
our fencing plans, which has been removed by ALM

of Arizona.

NOILYNIQHOOD ANV NOIVIINSNOD
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NO”, I w o ul d liketprvreadthigletter,
j ust becauseli t coversthepoints. And also, cow
punchers don’'t always look tike this, and the
time we should have been cleaning up somebody

saidwe havea cow out trapped that we had to

help.

Henri Risson, December 28th.  Dear 8 r:
We, Johnson-Klinefeltar;pesertH i 1l1gkanch,
little h, slash, i n parentheses,requesiand

strongly recommend that Rurecay of Land Management
disapprove, underline, theproposedl a n d trade
with developers of eight. sections in Township 6
north, Range 2 west, get fOrth in yourattached
letter, for the following reasons:

| Thisaction wouldcutoff from the
ranch, Arizona l.and bepartment Graze leaselands
i n SectionléTownship énorth, Range 2vwest.

2. English Wells Windmill, well and
corrals, theonly stock and game water sovrcefor
the Southeast quarter of theranch, would be
lost..

3. RLM4,878.43acres of little h, slash,
plus Arizona Land Department 640 acres in
Section 16, Township énorth, Range 7 west would

be lost., making the cow-calf range oparationno

longer economically feasible.

4. Johnson’'s jnvestmento f approximately
$5,000 per grazelease section would beJost,
plus loss of improvements.

5. Two years’ work on approved modified
Savory Range Management System by Arizona Land
Department Bil1O’'Sullivan and Rureauof Land
Management Range Specialist LoyalHaunwould be
lost as loss of eight graze sections of RB[,M lease
and one graze sectionof Arizona rLand Department
to developers, or by cutting off from ranch and
water, would pmakecost of fencing, posts, labor,
surveying, pioneering of fence lines, cattle
guards and gates no longer economicallyfeasible
for shrunken cattle operations.

6. Johnson-Klinefelter, who have ownedand
operated Desert Hills Ranch wunder h, slash, brand
for the past five years, have always held cattle
numbers on ranch below assigned animal unit
permitnumbers allowed by Bureau of Land
Management, 44 percent, and Arizona l.and
Department, 56 percent, to allow for range forbs
and grasses reseeding and regrowth for stock and
jame feed, have always pajdassessed graze fees

and taxes ahead of schedule and phaye COOperated
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in full with any BLM and Arizona Land endeavors

to inprove range conditjons.

7. Johnson-Klinefelter Desert Hills Ranch
is one Of the few remaining ranches in this area
dedicated to a cow-calf operation to produce
yearling calves for sale. to finishing feed 1ots
to be sold to area nmoat packers for veef for
rapidly increasing population. Most ot her
ranches in this area have changed to

winter-grazing corriente Steers purchased in

Mexi co because of less jnvestment in |abor and

facjlities, shorter work season, less taxes, less
interest paid to area banks, vyeterinary fees, et
cetera, further worsening a rapidly deteriorating
bal ance of payments situation with foreign

countries,

8. PRLMs proposed land trade of these
public lands with developers would effectively
fence in Phoenix Frour Weel Drjve Clyp areas in
5ection 18, Township 6 north, Range 2 west, used
>y many Phoenix city dwellers, c¢ivic groups,
young people and Roy Scouts as a" escape to open
desert areas on holidays and weekends. These

folks have nmade excellent ranch neighbors by

policing up their area and surrounding desert,

ceeping gates closed and just generally watching
yver stock, gane and ranch equipment.

9. We, Johnson-Klinefelter Desert Hills
tanch, ask that you carefully consider these
loregoing stated points and disapprove,
inderline, this proposed land trade of BLwW Public
;ands with devel opers. Yours very truly, signed
¥.H. Johnson and Allen Klinefelter.

Also, there is a latter in here that
ILM now has a copy of, because jt was majled toO
“hem, And | just have the copy from Arizona Fish
wnd  Gane. They have constructed just north of
inglish Wells one of those cisterns, desert
tisterns that has the jnverted roof that goes
into the concrete basement cistern below, and
it's fenced in. And they djqd a game count two
rears ago and said there yere 24 wld bobcat and
00 deer and thousands of havalina, they don't
tnow how nuch. And this is what ®ILM is talking
tbout trading to developers that would also
candlock that out in the mddle of it. Tt's just
north of Fnglish Wells.

I thank you.

MR. BAUER: Thank you, M. Klinefelter.

Qur next speaker is M. Gene  Jensen.

14
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MR. JENSEN : Thank you, Mr. Bauer.

My name is Eugene Jensen, and | reside
at 1017.0 Cclair Avenue in Sun City, Arizona. |
have been a resident of Arizona for six years,
but in and around the state since about 1947.
I'’'m a professionalengineer withan Arjzona
license and | have a degree in water resource
management. I have been associated with
conservation since about 1935, This experience
has ranged from building terraces on the family
farm when | was in high school to being the
technical director of the United States
Environmental Protection Agency. Along with
federal agencies, | have served as commissioner
on the Potomac River Basin,

I'm a ljfe member of the Nature
Conservancy and past member of most of the other
natjonal conservation organizatjions. I have »
served a couple times as director of one of these
organizations. I'm also active jn the local
community. I'm director of the homeowner’s
assocjation of the advisory board of local
transportation system. I'"m a membher of gur
recreational board management committee,

chairman, and our hiking club elected me
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committee man.

I have had three problems or three
concerns with the Lake Pleasant area, which 1
would refer to as hieroglyphics. General |y,
these fall into three areas, which | will talk
about. one at a tjime,

The first one of them is for the
hieroglyphics. It. seems to me that the plan,
while it may he quite adequate for the present,
simply isn't going to be adequate for the future
of the Phoenix metropolitan area which, like it
or not, is growing at a simply enormous rate.
And the western property value i: probably going
to be the appealing part of it. to developers in
the near future. We are simply going to he
overrun by events. We really need to be thinking
long-range about some kind of a park status for
that whole planning area, something resembling a
national pat-k.

Frankly, t h e Sonoran desert’'s ecotype
really is simply being dissolved hy developers as
we go along. We have a remarkable chance to
preserve it. It would he nice if 20, 7.5 years
from now people could look back and see what

kinds of decisions we made at the time. Weare
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they looking ahead, planning For the future? Or On the south area, 1 think it would be
what did they subsequently plan for the past? desirable for planners to extend the boundaries

And T wanted to digress just a couple Just immediately west of the Agua Fria River
minutes here. T made a disastrous sct of south state highways and north Central Arjzona
decisions right after | got oyt of college. T Project, Inclusion of that area in the planning
did one of the First water qua) ity surveys of area would be consistent with the open operation
L.ake Tahoe. And we concluded at that time that space designated by Maricopa County Planning
L.ake Tahoe was spisolated that no one coutd ever Commission.
get there; and, secondly, thr rveason is that no Third jig water resource management.
ane would ever want to get there, I'm so much confused by the description of

Consequently, water quality as riparian protection plans which are included
projected would he basically 3 non-problem. 1hat really throughout the record. Maybe the people
ig Jjust before people got interested in skiing From the RBLM who prepared the report understood
and befaore the interstate highways ¢anme along. exactly what they meant, but 1| don't exactly
And Take Tahoe is onc onf the most prominent watetv understand j t. 1 do know that we do not have
names. Wc should look far ahead just -enough sao very many flowing streams left in the desert
we can make some long-tvange decisions that can do mountains and we need to protect those streams.
a lot better job for us and, similarly, having The riparian forests left that once ware therte
some kind of balanced management plan. The probably could bhe brought back.
balanced management plan is probably all right This poses some rather interesting
for right now, but looking ahead farther, T think chal lenges to the Bureau Of Land Management. Rut
we need to come up with some kind of master plan I also have considerable confidence in the
which will transfer the Hassayampa and the Department Of The Interior organization. It
adjacent Hassayampa Canyon Conservation Area, seems to me a challenge, not something that has
which is going to be a national operation. to be done right away, to adopt a long-range plan
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and move forward. We don't have to try 30years
down the road. Maybe they will be assimilated
into this kind of system.

So let's seeif we can’t come UP with

a” imaginative approach to the Hassayampa,
I thank you.
MR. BAUER: Thank you, Mr. Jensen.
Mr. Gabriel Zinsl,

MR.  ZINSKI: Thank you, Mr. Bauer, for
allowingme to speak tonight. My name is Gabriel
Zinsli. I live in Glendale, 8425 North 56th
Avenue, I have a few comments to make about this
management plan.

Firstof all, | would liketo
complement the writers of the document on the
proposals and the good jdeastheyhad concerning
clesignatingseveral areas as acEcs,which | think
is a very importantidea of resource conservation
airea for some of these areas. The specific
gtanagement areas ;s good and the cooperative
recreation management areas is a good idea also.
1 think we are getting down tothe nitty-gritty
of trying to plan these complex lands that the
J3LMisholding in trust for all of us.

Some more specific comments that 7

have. | havea comment about off-load vehicle
access. 0” page 31, Alternative BOon it gtaten
“Vehicular travelyguldbe linitedtoexisting
roads and trajlson all the RMP area’'s public
land with the exception of those areas
specifically jidentified as closed.”

I have previously, in my comments at
other hearingshere, stated that | believe that
off-road vehicles should be permitted yhere
allowed. I” other words, a” area should be
closed and an areashouldbedesignatedopanto
off-road vehicles only where so stated. Mgst
areas in this 900and some thousand acresare
closed to off-road vehjcles, and certain
designated areas should remain open to off-voad
vehicles.

As far as thr description Jlipjited tO
existing roads and trails --

Gosh, it's kind of hard to identify
what trails are. For the sake of clavrity, maybe
wc should just say they would be Jimitedto
existing roads. | don't see anywhere in here
where there is any statement which strictly
prohibits any vehicles from accessing riparian

areas. It is very, very damaging for any kind of
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a vehicle, motorized vehicle, to go traipsing up
and down a riparian area.

A good example of damage that can be
done by access js at. Garcia's Wash. I was there
just a few, maybe two weeks ago, on a Sunday
afternoon, and there were probably 10 or 17
trucks with their loaders behind, where people
were bringing in their off-road vehicles and they
are going up and down Garcia’'s Wash, penetrating
ever more into Hells Canyon, wsA.

Again, I would state the document does
not deal strictly enough about off-road vehicles,
while many, many comments in the previous years
Were given to the effect that it's necessary to
control off-road vVehicles. The other comment 1
have is that the Hell g Canyon area, which js part
hieroglyphic mountains and an outstanding scenic
and recreational area, which ijsreally a jewel
close to the Northwest Valley, very close to the
Northwest Valley, probably 20 m; les from $un
City, is an area that we should consider to be
very dear to uys and do gur very best along with
many others to protect as much as possible.

The document has a weakness concerning

riparian areas, and 1 think Mr. Jensen has
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pointed out that the riparian atveag in oyr
Sonoran Desert have been destroyed, for their
most part. The Salt River and Gila River wused to
flow, or at least a long time ago used to flow,
for more than they do now in which they supported
a cottonwood forest along ;i ts banks. This is, of
course, now gone and many, many other riparian
areas are really damaged very much by
impoundments by off-road vehicles and by cattle
grazi ng, and that destroys the banks.

Tthink in gur state, and especially in
the south part. of our state, that riparian areas
or where any water flows at all in ggme part of
the year and any spring that exists on our RLM
lands should be considered a treasure. And there
are many riparian areas which have not been
designated as ACRCs, which 7 would | ike to see
designated as such. Wc have, in Hossayampa
canyon, an area. In this Hassayampa Canyon area
we have water flow Jevel 12 months out of the
year, springs seeping all year round, and we
should protect those veryrare resources in our
Sonoran Desert.

The other point T have about the

proposal is that it speaks very little, if
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nothing, about enforcement. and T know that it
is a problem with the budgetary process where
monies are allocated to the BDepavtment OF The
Interior so sparingly that it is a problem to
enforce the existing laws and raegulations. Hut
at saome point 1 think the point may be that we
nerd to put some people in the fjetld who have the
pow*,- to make arrests end geot people to stop
destroying our public lands.

One good example jg the castle Hot
Springs Road, which is now very accessihle
because of that pew street that has been put in
by the Bureau Of Reclamation. People are not
happy to stay on the road and travel up and down,
but they have to create parking lots on either
side of the road. You can see it from Sunday to
Sunday where more and more areas along the voad,

people are just happy to park their cars thére

and do anything they like: Shoot cactus, vou
name it. These are public Jlands a n d we see no
enforcements of any laws. J know it’s 4 problenm,

but at some point We cannot simply designate
something in the ACECs. We ¢can t designata Perry
Mesa and not protect it, pecause dosignat ing

thnt might attract even more hoodlums +tg

go up there and tear down the walls.
MR. BAUER: Two minutes.
MR. ZINSLI:; Yes, sir.

The other comment 1 had Wwas about
placer mining. Placer mining is a technique by
which you pump water out of a flowing stream and
run it over gravel or sand, looking for gold and,

then, you should be putting the water not back

into the river, but put it somewhere else. The
gquestion | have js our existing placer mining
activities at the intersection of the Hassayampa
River and Cherry Creek, south of Wagoner, are
they meeting all environmental 1laws and all BLM
requirements?

My final points would be that of the
four alternatives that | see here, 1 do like
Alternative { the best, because jt affords pore
protection to the ACECs with a wider acreage,
especially at the Hells cCanyon -- not Hells
canyon, White Canyon, where the Alternative C is
four times more acreage allocated. And | think
White Canyon 1is certainly a treasure that ought
to pe protected in pore ways than ig described in
Alternative R.

Thank you, very much.

S1dIHOSNVHL ONIHVIH



ol

MR.  DRAKE:

the zip is 85013, 1*m

off-highway

interested to know, |

And it's goj ng to have

license, something like

For by tax money now.

vehicles, I feel like a

by some pecple with

antagonize. We

or the same shot that is

Salt River,

When I talk to

Bureau of

Land Management

MR. BAUER: Thank you, Mr.

My name is Dparyl Dvake, I

at 1302 West Heatherbrae and that's

Arizona Desert Racing Association of the
Outdoor Coalition and it"s
group called the Hlue Ribbon

just  wanted to say thanks

vehicles. And  you

passed the committee as an

might help to he provide enforcement

license, together, for off roads that

Some of the things on

sfe the same tape time

where a lot of people

Zinsli.

Oour next speaker 15 DParyl Drake.

live
Phoenix, and
here representing the
Arizona
a western regional
Coalition, And I
for the considering g

might be

believe tonight T know it

ORV program, which

funding.
everybody have a yearly
a hunting or fishing
are paid

of f~road

ot of us are victimized

propaganda designed to

after time
taken of, say, like the
use ORVs,

lots of managers of the

around the s3tate, the
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problems have to do with types gf (QRVUs bring used

in gne area. Keeping all existing raads and

trails open, 1 think, is one of the best ygeg,

Po help keep this new state plan will provide BLM

and other land management Arizona agencies with

roney to maintain those facilities

lemographically. All of us are getting older and

the ability to have the time or the physical

ibility to go out and play in desert areas is not
vithin very many people”s range. Qf course, al]

jesert experts vemind us to stay with oyr

/ehicles, That"s about all.

Thank you fpy the chance to speak. |1

ippreciate Iit. Thank you,

MR. BAUER: Thank you, Mr. Drake.

Our next speaker 1is Hill Garver.

MR. CARVER: My nae is Bill Garver, |1

come From Mesa and I'm the first to admit that |1

have just rereived the packet and I"m not fully

abreast of the plan, in total. I have understood

that there are considerations, however-, to

restricting certain areas from 4-wheel drive

vehicles. If, indeed, that is truye, a3 @ membe:

af Jeepers Creepers 4d-wheel drive

jeeping grovp,
I 4ould likr to eXpréss

our concern Tegitding any
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plan that would restrict

access to responsible 4-whee)

our great outback to

drive vehicles.

Qur group is primarily made up of

senjor citizens, retjredfolks,
peoplefrom all partsof

City, Run (Cjty west, RicoVerde.

operators that we have

numbering 4 0

thevyalley, Mesa, Gun

And all Q-wheel

ever come acrosswef ound

tobe extremely responsible peoplethat enjoy

exploring the mountains and the areas off the

road. Wi thoutexception,

wouldsaythatthey

absolutely stay on established trails or jeeping

roads, and | have never seenanyone takeout

across virgin desert, destroying habitat,

wildlife or the plants thereon.

This group and any group Jhave seen

out there pick up, not

only after themselves, byt

any debris always gets trucked backed in garbage

haulers tg the city. There i s nothingleft

behind in any way. Everything

groups using theoff road.

is deposited by

Any plan that would

restrict 4-whee) drive vehicles would severely

hamper gr restrict senjior citizensand many

others from seeing and enjoying

Arizonaoutbackarea.

our beautiful

I would strongly request and urgethat

consideration he given to the difference hetween
perhaps the three and I-wheel drive Honda
motorcycle-type vehicles as opposed to your .Jeep
and the Jeep Cherokee and Broncos and g§g forth
type vehicles, because there is a difference
where the two types of vehicles can go and some
difference in the age and type onf the Operators.
You commonly see we have people spending $20,000
and $25,000 fortheir vehicles. And | don’'t
think they entend to tear up that vehicle. so
there is training in accessing their
environments.

Therefore, | would respecfullyreguest
that no plan be adopted which would adversely
affect or hinder acceggs to outdoor areas
presently open to Jeep-type vehicles.

Thank you, very much.

MR. BAUER: Thank you, Mr. Garver.

Is there anyone who has not yrt spoken

who would like to speak tonight?

MR. TOWER : | have one more.

MS. FARREL: As Mr. Garver, | just recently
became aware of the meeting, aswell.

I’"’m mainly here as a representative for

protection of mustangs and burros inthe Lake

~
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Pleasant area, where we currently have a burro
herd. And our understanding is that the
alternative would 1ike to decrease the herd down
t o 80 animals. We would 13 kc- to see the herd
count at 180.

I'm here to bring our presentation and
respectfully hope that you would take that into
consideration to support Alternative B,

My name is Robin Farvel. | live at
2920 North 47th Avenuein Phoenix.

MR. BAUER: Thank you, Robin.

Is there anyone else who would 1jke to
speak tonight?

MR. MIBILOU : Yes, sir. Twould Jike to
say a few things.

MR. BAUER: Please come down.

MR. MIHILOU : My name is BillMihilou.]
lijve at 1277 South Prospector’'s Road in Apache
Junction, 85219. I really wasn't prepared to say
anything tonight. Again, I really didn't study
the program, but | do have a few things to say
about closing lands to I-wheel Jrjye vehicles.
I'm opposed to that. I think that oft-road
vehicles, such as Jeeps, et cetera, gt cetera,

even ATCs, we have been getting 3 1ot of bad

publicity, | believe.

I belong to Mesad4-wheelers, and We are
a family-oriented group. And we go out and we
haul out trash and stuff jeft by others. WC geot
bad publicity because of the damage done, not
necessarily by a person that has a 4-wheel
drive. Some of the areas that have beer bottles
and trashyou can get thereby a motor scooter or
car

Also, | think that., along with the bad
pub icity is that you never --

I'm really unprepared here, but T get.
kind of emotional over this. I havelived here
since 1959 and seen thearea grow. They have a
verygood facility, 4-wheel drive atea here.l
hear the area is going to be closed, and 71 think
that if we are going to get into publicity there
isa ranch area-- Tam really, T'n kind of
unprepared. This area has been closed to
off-road vehicle wuse for many, many years and
those of you back in there know what abeautiful
area it is. If you can go back thereit's
completed destroyed on the loft-hand side not by
off-road vehicle use, but we are talking about

backpackers and equestrian use.
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The point I'm making is | think that we problem that we have today is with public land
deserve a right to be tried before we are use is if we can get out jnto the high schools
convicted. And | think that the way things are, and other public areas and put on an education
we have to prove ourselves. And the way itis, program that will show people that they can't
we are guilty before given a chance. destroy the desert and the things that it does to

That's all |1 have got to say. Thank the desert, wc can 1lick the problem. And closing
you. lands off to all use is not the answer.

MR. BAUER: Thank you, sir. 21so, | am a member of the Phoenix

Is there anyone else who would like to 4-wheelers, and we have been told various

speak tonight? stories. And right now, | don't know whjch story
MR. ROSS: Yes, sir. to believe, but I think that personally I am in

My name is Tim Ross. I 1live at 4031 favor of MAlternative A. I don’'t. want to see any
East Ludlow Drive in Phoenix, 85032, and I'm the more lands taken away from the public and turned
president of Arizona State Association of 4-Whee) over to developers. The reason that Wa have some
dvive clubs. As Mr. Drake has spoken before me, land being destroyed is because? that people don’t
with his efforts -- as Daryl Drake has spoken have a place to go to use lends. If we turn
before, with his efforts and the efforts of the everything from 1-17 to Wicksnburg into one large
Arizona State Association, th e 4-wheelDrive city, the only thing that's goingto do jis move
Clubs, we have worked diligently in coming up any potential damage out further and further and
with an off-road vehicle plan and has said when cause more problems.
this bill is passed -- We need to have education so that we

And we have no doubt that 5 twill. can stop this ¥ind of thing, and cleosing the

-- that it will provide both money for lands is not going to do that. Thank vyou.
policing areas; it will also provide money for MR. BAURER: Thank you, sir,
education. | believe that is where the major Is there anyone else who would 1 ikn to
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speak tonight?

MR. GRREFENLY: My name Rill Greenly.t

would top address this committee in retference to

the Lake Pleasant areawithwild burros.

Alternative His a good plan. | wouldlike to

see the herd of 80 burros increased to 130, 120.

The byrrosout there artethelast of the breed

I
this areafrom our ancient heritageof the wild

west.

down with it. I believathatifthe burros are

removed, jt'sjust

any type of wild animals we have guthare. It

will be theburros, the”, the bighorn sheep, the

desert tortoise, you Know, rattlesnakes nNext.

Just keepingthe herd at 120, ) 30 would be a

groat start. TEnot, Alternativepwith thr 80

would be fine. Thank you.
MR. BAUER : Thank you.

Art, did we have another speakcr

there?

I's there anyoneelsethisevening that

would like to speak? In that case, J would like

to thank you all for coming out and for your

commentsand any written submissions will be

n

Tfthese burros areremovedfrom the Lake

Pleasant grazing area, guyr heritage willbegoing

one pore step to extinction of

liven full consideration.

VOICE: The record, sir, would youmind a
~epeatingyour address for- thewrittencomments?

MR. BAUER: It 'sin thebook, yes,inside
-he front coves.

VOICE: Fine, thank you. I’"’'m sorry.

MR. BAUER: The staff will remain around to
inswer any detajledquestionsyou might havethis
svening.

And with that, I cal |l fthishearing

2loged.

(The hearing was closed at B:00 p.m.)
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foresaid,

stenographically recorded by mne and thereafter

transcri bed,

into

t hat

RE | T REMEMBRRED, that heretofore,

day of

the foregoing pages of printed matter, and

the sane

transcription

best

| arch,

of ny skill and ability.

DATED at

1988,

the foregoing proceedings were

either by nme or wunder ny direction,

CERTI FI CATE

on the

February, at the tinme and place

contain a full, true and accurate

of said proceedings, all to the

Phoeni x, Arizona, this 6th day of

Court Reporter
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AT THE HOR CF 7:99 P. M

RAY A BRADY, Hearing Cficer
TIM L. SANDERS, Land Wse H anner-
HENRY BISSON District Manager
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TRANSCR PT  CGF  PROCEEDI NGS

ORIGINAL

PROCEEDI NGS

MR SANDERS: M nane is Tim Sanders. 1'm what
they call the team leader to put together this Phoenix
Resource Managenent M an, which we are here tonight to
di scuss.

| assume everybody has a copy of the docunent.
If you do not, we've got copies out in the front where you
cane in. You're welcone to pick one up.

In the Resource Management P anning Process, we
have a 9#-day public comment period on our environnental
inpact statement. And we are in that comment period right
now and it runs until April 29th.

Aso in that 9#-day period, we have a fornal
public hearing where we are -- where we cone and listen to
vwhatever comments the public has about the Resource
Minagenent Plan that we're putting together for the Phoenix
resource area.

Tonight we are having such a hearing. And as
such, we do not really plan to nake any presentation. We're
here to listen to the comments that you have as nenbers of
the public, and we have a court reporter here who wll record
those conments.

After the hearing when we open and listen to

peopl €' s comments and then close the hearing, we plan to have
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a question and answer period. O when that ends, we'll have
all the representatives present who wll talk to any of you
individually who would like to talk about any of the concerns
or issues, you would like to talk about concerning the
Resource Management Pl an.

Ray Brady is the Bureau of Land Management
Safford District Mnager. And he "as selected to be the
Hearing Oficer tonight. S0 as such, I'm going to turn the
neeting over to Ray and let him pretty nuch run the neeting.

He will call on whoever wi shes to speak. YQU can

either raise your right hand or else give us your nane,

whatever you prefer to do. And we'll run through the hearing
and we'll have a question and answer period.

MR.  BRADY: Thank you very nuch. Can you hear
me there?

As Tim said, |'m Ray Brady, the Dstrict Manager
with the Safford District, Bureau of Land Managenent, here in
Arizona.

| "es appointed by the Arizona State Director of
the BLM to conduct this public hearing this evening under the
authority of the Secretary of Interior. This hearing tonight
is concerning the Draft Resource Management Plan and
Envi ronnent al Inpact Statement for BLM, Phoenix resource
area.

Mst of you have probably signed in as you came

here this evening. If you've not done so, | would encourage
you to sign the sign-in sheet ag you leave ¢ that we have a
conplete witten record of tonight's attendance here in
Tucson.

If you plan to make a statenent this evening, |
hope that you checked the appropriate box on the sign-in
sheet. If you haven't, we've only got a few people here so
just raise your hands and we'll make sure you have an
opportunity to speak this evening.

This hearing is being recorded by a court
reporter who will prepare a verbatim transcript of everything
that is said this evening. If you wish to obtain a personal
copy of the transcript, you should make your own arrangements
with the court reporter. And Qdivia is the reporter here
this evening and she is seated down in front of me.

Other BLM representatives are here this evening
that | would like to introduce. First is Henry Bisson
(phonetic), he is the District Manager for the Phoenix
Dstrict Mnager's Ofice. And Arthur Taylor, who is the
Area Manager for the Phoenix Resource area, and Tim Sanders
has introduced hinself. He is the team leader for this
specific planning effort.

I'd like to say a few words about the Phoenix
Resource Management Plan we will be discussing this evening

and hearing your comments on. The Draft Resource Management
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Plan identifies four alternatives for managing some 911, 000
acres of public land in the BLM Phoenix Resource Area. The
land in question lies in eight counties in Arizona, very
large areas enconpassing counties of Apache, Navajo, Yavapi,
Maricopa, pinal, Pima, Gila and Santa Cruz.

The draft plan identifies as one of these
alternatives a BLM preferred alternative. This alternative
is BLM's preferred long-range plan for the area. The plan
discusses such things as land exchanges, wutility corridors,
comuni cati on sites, special nmanagenent areas and the
designation of areas of critical environmental concern.

In addition, the plan identifies a |ong-range
program for managing the planning areas for recreation
resources.

Aong the side of the room here this evening we
have several maps that show ppM's preferred plan. And at the
end of this hearing, several of the BLM representatives here
in attendance this evening will be available to answer some
of your more specific questions from these maps, if you'd
like to come up after the hearing.

Tim briefly nentioned where we are in the
pl anni ng process, but 1'd like to expand upon that a little
bit. The procedure that's going to be used tonight -- this
hearing is not a debate or a trial ot a controversial

question and answer type session. It's an advisory hearing

only and all interested persons may nake statements, either
witten or oral that are pertinent to the Phoenix Resource
Managerrent Pl an.

There will be no cross examnation of the people
nmaki ng present ations. You may request that -- members of the
audi ence may request that certain itens be clarified nore.
And if someone would like to have a statement clarified, if
they could address that to me and then | could address that
back to the speaker this evening.

I would first call wupon any elected governnental
officials that may be here this evening, and then we'll open
the floor up for other speakers that may be present. 1'd
like to limt the speaking time to about ten nminutes and |
don't think that should create any problenms this evening with
the limted nunber of people that are here.

You may submit further  written comments, if you' d

like to, after your verbal comments this evening. And any
witten statements subnitted will also be included in the
transcript and wll be considered on the same basis as any

oral comments.

The period of time for submtting witten
comments is through April 29th. And any comments received up
to that point in tine will be included in the hearing record.
The address for sending any further witten comments is

provided in the front cover of the plan and EI'S that you
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picked up in the front corridor.

This hearing tonight is being conducted during
the 90-day public comrent period on the draft plan. A
hearing is also scheduled in Phoenix on Thursday evening of

this week, February 25th. After the comment period closes on

April 29th. all the comments wll be reviewed by the planning
team and a final plan will be prepared for the Phoenix
Resource Managenent Pl an. It is expected that in Septenber,
a final Environnental Inpact Statenment wll be issued that

includes BLM's final proposed Resource Managenent Plan.

And 30 days after that final EIS is issued, the
proposed plan can then be inplenented.

With that introductory statenent, 1'd like to now
open up this evening's hearing for formal statements by
nmenbers of the public. I'd first like to see if there's any
elected official, either representative of a Congressional
representative or someone from the State.

Do we have anybody -- any parties here?

Okay. Seeing none, do we have a list of names
from the sign-in sheet?

MR.  SANDERS: Nobody signed in to speak, but if
you'd like to, you're welcome to just raise your hand and
speak up.

MR. BRADY: Do we have any parties that would

like to speak this evening?

A mad rush to the nicrophone. You in the red
hat, you could go ahead to the nicrophone and state your name

and affiliation, if you're not representing yourself, for the

record.
STU  BENGSON: M/ name is Stu Bengson. I live in
Tucson and tonight 1'lIl be representing the Arizona Mning
Associ ati on, for lack of a different hat to wear tonight.
Looking through this draft, EIS, here there's a
couple of concerns that | think that we're going to have.
However, | really haven't had time to study the entire
docunent  thoroughly vyet. So sone of my comments nay be out
of place,

But one of the concerns that we have, that |
would think that we would have, would be this acquisition of
over 119,000 acres of private land that you propose in your
Preferred Aternative B. And 1I'm not sure exactly what you
had in nind there, where these lands are, how you would
acquire them Is this part of the Enpire Ranch exchange or
is that, you know, Enpire Ranch proposal a separate process
not covered in this EIS? That would be one question | would
have to start off wth.

Can anybody answer that at this point quickly?
o --

MR.  BRADY: M. Sander s?

MR.  SANDERS: | can probably clarify that.

NVHL ONIHV3IH
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MR, BENGSON: Okay.

MR.  SANDERS: Qur intent is we have atreas
identified that enconpass private land where we wll |ook et
acquiring those |ands. It's really dependent on the Iand

owner comng to us and saying, "Yes, we would like to enter
into some kind of trade with BLM," rather than us going to
them and seeking to acquire their |ands.

Al we've done is identified a large ares where
we're going to look at acquisition. But we would like the
land owners essentially to come to us to start that process.

MR, BENGSON: DO you have any specific location
or area, in general, like are you looking nostly around
New Waddell Dam and some of that country there gr around the
Enpire Genega property or what?

MR, SANDERS: The Enpire CGenega is not lined in
that 119,000 acres. Those private lands that are identified
are in areas where we've identified resource conservation
areas that we're looking at acquiring Federal or State.

And whatever private lands we can.

MR.  BENGSON: So those private acquisitions the"
would be nostly centered around these RCA's that you proposed
in Aternative B?

MR.  SANDERS: That's right. Yes.

MR.  BENGSON: Another question | had, and like I

say just really quickly going through this thing, in your

preferred alternative you expect a 50 percent reduction in
nmning notices and 75 percent reduction in, | presume MO
means Mning Plan of Qperation?

MR.  BRADY: Yes.

MR.  BENGSON: Can you just briefly maybe explain

that a little hit, how you figure your going to reduce mning

but you're still going to allow it?
MR.  SANDERS: well --
MR.  BENGSON: You know, provide for exploration

and developnent of mneral resources?

MR.  SANDERS: I think | would probably prefer to
deal with that as a question when we do the final inpact
statement. That's a good question.

MR. BENGSON: The other thing that concerns e,
also, is in particular is one of the Rca areas that you're
dealing with here, Wite Canyon in particular. | hope you
realize it's in a heavily nineralized area and the Arizona
Mning Association is now in the process of developing a
conplete report on that area in regard to the proposed
wilderness that's been suggested for that area.

And | just hope that you realize that that is a
highly mneralized area, whatever management plan you come up
with should account for future mineral developrment of that
particular land there.

That's about all 1've got to say for now
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MR.  BRADY: Okay. Thank you, St".

Are there any other individuals that would Iike
to make some oral statements this evening?

If you could state your name, please, and
affiliation if you're not representing yourself?

MR. GAMBELL: M name is Neil Ganbell. I'm here
representing the conpany | work for, ASARCO I live and work

in the Wite Canyon resource conservation area that you' ve

outlined in here. 1"l make just a brief -- a few brief
comments. W wll be subnitting witten conments before the
deadl i ne.

| refer you to a table on Page 2-1 -- or Table 2-

1 on Page 23, where you talk about the acreage in the Wite
Canyon resource conservation area. Al that breaks down to
the fact that 53.1 percent of that land the Federal
government doesn't own. And | find it kind of hard to
believe that they're actually going to go out and acquire
this land and be able to do anything with it from a
management st andpoi nt.

You can see how checkerboard that Wite Canyon
map is up there just to the right of -- or to your left.
It's not an easy thing to do to manage that.

W operate a large open-pit mne on nostly -- on
private land and there you recognize the mneral potential of

the Copper Butte area.

The fact that there are nines and will
undoubtedly be other mines in the area. The designation
both under Alternative B and C of the area of critical
envi ronnent al concern.

And the Copper Butte Mneral District or area
would close off roads at the ACEC boundary which we built
the old days and still wuse to access our mning clains.

And the Wite Canyon and Walnut Canyon areas,
they close those roads off the Gila Rver runs across the

southern boundary of that Wite Canyon conservation ar

there's no way to get across that river to get

ea,

of

in

if

in there to do

our assessnent work. It would really hinder us,

| have some questions in the area you outlined

in

orange on that map is all power site wthdrawals and Butte

Dam wi thdrawal s. It's ny understanding that the Bureau of

Reclamation is going to go ahead and build the

Butte Dam in

there. And | guess the land in there would come under

adm ni stration.

You've outlined it in this study for

of repairion habitat and other ideas. I don't

propose to do with the -- with the fact of But

their

know what

management

you

te's Dam being

built on the Gila Rver between north and south Butte

resource conservation area.

in

t hat

At this tine that's all | have to say about the

report. | may ask some questions when we get

into the
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question and answer period. individuals that did show up this evening for comng out and
Thank you. showing your interest in public land nanagement issues.
MR.  BRADY: Thank you, Mr. Ganbell. Your comments and witten submissions in the
Yes, sir. If you can state your name? future will be given full consideration in preparation of the
MR. MONAHAN: Tom Monahan, pima County Parks § final EIS and planning devel opnent.
Recreation  Departnent anal yst . As | stated previously, the record wll be open
W wish to support your Fesource nanagenent plan through April 29th for any additional comments that you'd
foe everything you're doing to us as Pima County. And like to make. And | welcone you to use that opportunity to
acquiring the Tortolita Muntains and securing the Waternan submt any further coments, if you have them
Mountains, Silverbell area, Baboquivari and what you've done So closing that, | want to thank you again for
in the past on Tucson Muntain Park and all the district and showing up this evening. we will be available here now to
nei ghborhood parks that you've helped us secure in Pima work directly with you one on one for some nore questions and
county. And we wish the best of luck on your resource answers if you'd like to.
nmanagenent  pl an. Thank you very nuch. (Whereupon the hearing was concluded.)
MR.  BRADY: Thank you, M. Mconahan. Any other

i ndi vi dual s?
one last call? Wwell, if there are no other
i ndi vi dual s, I1'd like to nake sonme statenents this evening.
MR.  SANDERS: Dd you want to speak, sir, in the
blue shirt?
SPEAKER: M.
MR.  SANDERS: You |ooked like you were getting
ready to --
SPEAKER: No.

MR.  BRADY: I would like to thank the
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STATE OF ARI ZONA )

ss:
COUNTY OF PIMA )

I, OLIVIA ARMENTA (nee AYALA) a Notary Public in
and for the State of Arizona, County of pima, do hereby
certify:

THAT this is a true and accurate record of the
proceedings taken at a Hearing held on February 23rd, 1988,
before RAY A BRADY, Hearing Oficer, as stenographically
recorded by ne and transcribed under ny direction.

IN WTNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set ny hand
this 3rd day of March, 1988.

\

Notary Public

15
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PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS

Name

Annandale, John

Santa Fe Railroad Company

Ranney, Wayne

Sun City Hikers

International Society for Protection of
Mustangs and Burros, Arizona Chapter

Maricopa Water District

Davis, Hiram

Leonard, Sandra

Friends of the Hyroglyphic Mountains

U.S. Bureau of Mines

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Arizona Projects

Office

Jensen, Eugene

Miller, Charley

Peleck, Walter and Dorothy

Defenders of Wildlife, SW Office

Arizona State Clearinghouse

Maricopa County Dept. of Planning and
Development

The Desert Tortoise Council

El Paso Natural Gas Company

Pamperin, J.

Notestine, Jim

The Arizona Nature Conservancy

U.S. Department of the Air Force

National Parks and Conservation Association

Prescott Audubon Society - Conservation
Committee

Bell, Seltzer, Park and Gibson

Walton, Christy

Sullivan, Robert D.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological
Services

ASARCO Ray Unit

Fima County Open Space Committee

Sierra Club, Palo Verde Group

U.SD.l., Nationa Park Service, Western
Region

Arizona Game and Fish Department

Sierra Club, Rincon Group

The Wildlife Society, Arizona Chapter

McKinley County Wildlife Federation

U.SD.l., Bureau of Reclamation, Regional
Office

Arizona Mining Association

U.SD.., Nationa Park Service, Petrified
Forest N.P.

Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter, Rincon
Group

Arizona Cattle Growers Association

Zinn, David

Letter No. Name

4 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 1X, Cdifornia
45 U.S.D.A., Prescott National Forest

PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS - GROUPED

INDIVIDUALS
Letter No. Name
1 Annandale, John
26 Bell, Seltzer, Park and Gibson
7 Davis, Hiram
12 Jensen, Eugene
8 Leonard, Sandra
13 Miller, Charley
21 Notestine, Jim
20 Pamperin, J.
14 Peleck, Walter and Dorothy
3 Ranney, Wayne
28 Sullivan, Robert D.
27 Walton, Christy
43 Zinn, David

GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS
Leate No. Name

42 Arizona Cattle Growers Association
39 ArizonaMining Association
15 Defenders of Wildlife, SW Office
9 Friends of Hyroglyphic Mountains
5 International Society for Protection of
Mustangs and Burros, Arizona Chapter
6 Maricopa Water District
37 McKinley County Wildlife Federation
24 National Parks and Conservation Association
25 Prescott Audubon Conservation Committee
41 Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter, Rincon
Group
32 Sierra Club, Palo Verde Group
35 Sierra Club, Rincon Group
4 Sun City Hikers
22 The Arizona Nature Conservancy
18 The Desert Tortoise Council
36 The Wildlife Society, Arizona Chapter
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GOVERNMENT AGENCIES AND AFFILIATES

LOCAL

Letter No. Name

7 Maricopa County Dept. of Planning and
Development

31 Fima County Open Space Committee

STATE

34 Arizona Game and Fish Department

16 Arizona State Clearinghouse

FEDERAL

Letter No. Name

10 U.S. Bureau of Mines

1 U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Arizona Projects
Office
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29

Letter No.

30
19
2

PUBLIC COMMENTS

U.S. Department of the Air Force

U.S.D.A., Prescott National Forest

U.S.D.l.,, Bureau of Reclamation, Regional
Office

U.SD.l., National Park Service, Petrified
Forest N.P.

U.S.D.l.,, National Park Service, Western
Region

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region
IX, Cdifornia

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological
Services

CORPORATIONS

Name

ASARCO Ray Unit
El Paso Natura Gas Company
Santa Fe Railroad Company
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Febawary 7, 948

Mr Arthur E Tower

Phoenix Resource Area “anager
2015 W Deer Valley Rcad
Phoenix, AZ 85027

After carefully readirg y the Phoenix Resource Management [lan and
Environmental Impact Statement Draft, December 1987, 1 deciled to
write to registr my orprize and astonishment!

The preferred plan alt:rnative would try to acquire 357,19C acres
of state land and 119,240 acres of private lanc and disposc of

427,000 acres of tede-al land That's nearly one million »-res of
land! gpage xii)

You say, on page 141 rhat public land {federal cwnership) would be

reduced by 12 percent I-2.

Whar L want to questica 15 your REASON for this You haver 't shown
me (or anrv reader) anv PROOF that this 1s a GOOD IDEA

An environmental i1npact report should show IMPACTS. You hoveh't
stovn me (or any re-“or) that you looked at the IMPACTS of letting

12 percent of the feucral land in your district go into otter
owner sl

I loosed for some xine of economic PROOF

Unless I'm wron’ you
didn't even have an e :onomist as a writer

When the Air Foerce and
Army, or the Reciamai. on Bureau, c¢r EVEN a little city couucil

has to show pecple vttt the BOTTOM LINE is (DOLLARS), why don't
you have to do this?

o why don t vou WWNT to do ting Are you trying to hide something?
I den't know nuch abodt LAW, nut [ don't think it 1s LEGAI to do what
you're doirg an thas clan. To trade aearly a million acres (to and from)
and not to tell the t xpayer whal'sgqoing on 15 NOT HONES®R!D

;/

Attnardals

1-3.

1-4.

The rationale for the BLM's Phoenix District land
exchange program is stated on page 5 of the draft
RMP/EIS  under Issue 1: Land Tenure Adjustment. By
using its land exchange authority, the BLM would work
to consolidate public land holdings into more
manageable blocks, provide greater expanses of public
open space and protect rare or unique resources.

Chapter Four of the draft RMPIEIS

analyzes the impacts
of implementing four alternatives.

Economic determinations were made by the
interdisciplinary  planning team which determined that
by concentrating management within larger blocks of
public land, more efficient use would be made of
available funds.

The FEederal land Policy and Manaaement Act (FLPMA) of
1976 (Public Law 94-579) provides the authority and
guidance for wusing land exchanges to serve the
national interest. Public comment has also been
solicited from the beginning of this planning effort.
Please refer to Chapter 5 for a summary of the public
input during the development of this plan.
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Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company

6200 Uptown Bivd NE Suite 400
Box 21019

Albuguerque New Mexico 87125
505/881-3050

February 9. 1988

Mr. Arthur E. Tower, Area Manager
Phoenix Resource Area

Bureau of Land Management

2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Art:

This letter is in response to your request for comments to the
Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and EIS, dated December 1987. As
you are aware, the BLM and Santa Fe Pacific are working on an exchange of
mineral interests through which the Federal Government will acquire Santa

in the discussions on "Land Uses." Thank you for the opportunity to
comment.

Very truly yours,

(

G. G. By 2%
Directordgiblic irs

Fe Pacific"s mineral estate beneath the Navajo relocation ranches in Apache
County. Santa Fe Pacific will acquire federal mineral estates offered by
the BLM in Apache, Navajo, and Coconino Counties. Santa Fe Pacific believes
the Draft RMP and EIS should reflect these pending land tenure adjustments

The draft RMPEIS discusses possibilities for future
land tenure adjustments under various alternatives.

The BLM-Santa Fe Pacific mineral estate exchange is
proceeding under the authority of current management
plans. Current planning will remain in force until
the new RMP is approved and implementation begins.
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February 12, 1988
Wavne Ranney
8234 W. Aspen #5

Flagstaff, A Z 86001

Arthur E. Tower

Phoenix Resource Area Manager
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Dear Mr. Tower ;

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your Draft EIS for the
Phoenix Resource Area, December, 1987. | am an active user of these
lands and very interested in how they are managed in the future.

I am very much in favor of consolidation of holdings between the
state, the feds, and private parties. Management of these respective
areas with be enhanced if ownership blocks are consolidated. You are
to be commended for this initiative.

I have some very specific comments which I hope you will take
consideration. To determine future management policy based on a
slmple two alternative (essentially) method is unreasonable. |
would like to see the best of Alternatives 8 and C incorporated into
a management policy. Specifically, I like yourproposed Alternative
B with the following additions of Alternative Cj;lirthe boundaries of
the RCA's should be those from Alternative C because that maximizes
the area of federal protection. If you can identify those areas as
being part of a manageable unit, why not include that additional

acreage into the RCA? 1 strongly encourage you to use the Alternative 3.2
C __ boundaries. Please include the Picacho Mountains in with this. ’
Other lands not within the Alternative C boundaries can be used for
disposal and sale. 2). Perry Mesa/Larry Canyon should be a priority

ACEC in its entlrity of 19,760 acres.
recreational jewel and would be a great
RCA. Please elve the Perry Mesa/Larry
eration for inclusion as a BWM protected resource. | have wandered
around up there and it is deflnately worth it!!!ll  3). | approve of
your selection for the rest of the ACEC'’s. Thank you for Including

‘This area is a fantastic
aspect of the Black Canyon
Canyon ACEC vyour every consld-

them. | hope you will give every consideration to my suggested
additions to your Alternative B. My views represent a well-thought
out vision towards how these lands will be utilized in the future.
Thank you for this opportunity.

Sincerely,

N @W P—awwdgf

wayne “Ranney

into 3-1.

The decision to select a final Resource Management

Plan results from a complex process summarized in
Chapter 1. The process involves extensive
intergovernmental and public review of a thorough

analysis by BLM specialists and managers of a range of
reasonable alternatives.

After consideration of public comment, the resource
values present and expected availability of nonfederal

land for acquisition, BLM feels the RCA boundaries
proposed in this document encompass the most feasible
management units.
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SUN CITY HIKERS
Sun City, Arizona

M. Arthur E. Tower

Phoenix  Resource Area  Manager
Bureau of Land Managenent
2015 Deer Valley Road

Phoeni x, Ari zona, 85027

Dear M. Touwer:

VW have reviewed the Draft of the Phoenix Resource Managment Plan and
Environnental |npact Statnent. Qur conments are set forth in the

fol l owi ng par agr aphs.

W\ generally endorse the |evels of nenagement  which have been

consi dered, EXCEPT FOR THE URBAN AREAS, and agree that Aternative Bis
the best managenent choice. W do not agree with the conclusions that a
W derness area should not be established in the Hells Canyon area--but
al so reccgnize that this is an independent issue. Presumably,
Alternative B can accomodate W/ derness areas if they are established by
the  Congress.

The administrative procedures followed by the Bureau in its study
process have had sane unfortunate consequences insofar as the NWportion
of the Valley of the Sun is concerned. This deficiency is of sufficient
inportance to” justify a nmejor addition to the final draft of the
Managenent Plan and Inpact Statement. Specifically, the Report  should
consol i date all reconme ndations for BLM Iands that have open space
potential for the NWValley, i.e.,Lake Pleasant , Hassayampa Canyon,
Sierra Estrella, North and South Mricopa Muntains and Butterfield
Trail Mnorial. W suggest that this be incorporated as an annex.

W believe that the Lake Pleasant Resource Conservation Area should be

expanded to include approximtely 12 square niles of additional |and 4-2.

south of State Road 74 and west of the Agua Fria. Such an expansion
woul d recogni ze the land use classification adopted by the Mricopa
County Planning Commission, and the recreation opportunities in the
Saddl eback Muntain/ Paddl eford Wash area. Expansion of the area would
recognize the long termdenmand for open space that will acconpany the
projected popul ation growh of the NWValley. W are not prepared to
offer specific boundaries at this time, and believe that some further
examnation of the area would be necessary.

Each resource area within the Phoenix District has or
will be preparing a Resource Management Plan for
public land under its administration. As discussed in
Chapter 1, this RMP focuses on resolving six key
planning issues in the Phoenix Resource Area. Any
significant inconsistencies between the final plan and
plans of other BLM Resource Areas will be resolved
before the plan is implemented.

The proposed RMP identifies sections 25, 26 and the
Saddleback Mountain portion of section 35 in Township
6 North, Range 1 West south of Arizona Highway 74 for
inclusion in the Lake Pleasant RCA.

Refer also to response 17-1.
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Althought we endorse Alternative B for management of the Lake ‘Pleasant
area (with inclusion of the Hassayampa Canyon area), we think that the
Bureau has been short sighted in its evaluation of how this area will
fulfill open space needs for the projected population growth of the
Northwest Valley. We recommend that the potential need be recognized and
tet provisions be ek for a study committee which could produce nue
specific _recommendations within _the next twg_years. This recommendation
carries with it the acknowledgment that tand trades and/or purchases
may be necessary for the area to reach its full potential as a premier
open-space area for the NW Valley. We are not concerned with definitions
for solitude--a relative term applied in a different way in a major
metroool i tan area’

In substance, we believe that the Bureau should develop at least the
framework for a major "outdoor recreation area" which would have many of
the characteristics of the National Recreation Areas administered by the
National Park Service.In addition, the lake Pleasant are: contains Some
of the prime remmants of the Sonoran Desert which justify some form of
special  classification.  This  proposal would also recognize that the
concept of multiple resource management has a different meaning when
applied in an exploding metropolitan area.

We want to again emphasize the need to consolidate the BIM
recommendations for the Hassavampba River. and tn _.avoid a fragmented
managment approach. Desert streams are such a vital part of the fragile
desert ecosystem that we should make a determined effort to protect both
the stream and the associated ri_parian zones. Water quality monitoring,
both biological and chemical, should also be an important aspect of
"riparian" management, especially in an area with multiple resource
management.

We have a few other minor comments on the draft. These are tabulated in
an attachment to this letter.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these reports.

Sincerely

)
éﬂ . e (%WVV
Eugemsen, b E

Chairman, Open Space Planning

4-3.

The need for open space recreation opportunities for
residents of the Phoenix metropolitan area,
particularly for citizens of the northwest valley, is
recognized by the BLM, To advance this goal, the RMP
propogses to establish the Lake Pleasant Resource
Conservation Area, the Black Canyon Resource
Congervation Area, the Hells Canyon Recreation
Management Area and the Hassayampa River Riparian
Management Area. The BLM would retain all public land
in thege areas and pursue the acquisition of state
land through the BLM-state of Arizona exchange
program. Private land may also be acquired if the
exchange is initiated by the private owners.
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4-4

4-5

4-6

4-7|

PHOENIX RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN A‘ND ENVIRONMENTAL. IMPACT STATEMENT.
Specific comments by Sun City Hikers.

Page 18. The report doss not identify floodplains. Are there any
floodplains and what are their potentials for recreational use.

Page 20. The statement is made that BIM does not anticipate land
purchases to blak-up ownership. It would be better to identify the
areas that would need to be acquired for best management practices--and
leave the financial questions to the budget process. Eventually, it
might be quite desirable to purchase some areas to block out units,
especially in the urban areas.

Page 23. It is difficult to identify those areas that might
be considered for disposal under the exchange program.

Page 24. The treatment of communication sites is incomplete. It would
certainly not be desirable to have the White Tanks converted into
another South Mountain!  Some further discussion on the number and types
of facilities which would be accepted is needed.

Page 30. The SMA for the Hassayampa needs t' be cross indexed to the
adjacent study area. A footnote which would demonstrate consistency of
management practice would be adequate.

Page 42. Recreational Management. The section includes an
“it was determined” without any discussion of the basis for the
determination, or identification of those who made the determination.

Page 95. Speculating on the price of copper is probably not an
essential element of the report. We can probably assume that copper
will continue to be an important industrial metal and that the price
will go up and down!

Page 121. Recreational use. The new road is west of Lake Pleasant.
Speculating on the future of Castle Hot Springs may be as risky as
predicting the price of copper. Some discussion of the history of this
remarkable facility would be in order.

4_8|Page 128. Where is the lower Agua Fria Valley?

Page 144. The statement on riparian management seems to be inconsistent
with the projected quality as shown in Table 4-3.

Page 169. Apparently the small cities and other interest groups in the
Northwest Valley did not receive copies of the Combined Report. We
realize that this may be the fault of local governments and civic
organizations in not responding to correspondence from BLM.

THE END

There are floodplains within the Phoenix RMP area.
Floodplain suitability for various uses including

recreation will be determined when specific uses or
projects are proposed.

Most public land outside the boundaries of the
proposed RCAs and CRMAs has been identified for
disposal. Some of the disposal land will be used to
satisfy the needs of local communities for recreation
and other public purpose land (see Maps 2-4 through
2-10, Appendix 1, and the land status map included
with the draft RMP/EIS).

Designation of the five communication sites involve
planned development through site plans prepared by the
BLM . These site-specific plans would address the
number of buildings and types of equipment allowed on
each site. Also included would be environmental
assessments in compliance with NEPA. Designation of
these sites would also prevent the proliferation of
communication  sites  elsewhere.

Determinations in the draft RMP/EIS were made by the
interdisciplinary team identified on pages 167 and 168
of the draft RMP/EIS.

The lower Agua Fria Valley encompasses the Agua Fria
River between Lake Pleasant and its confluence with
New  River.
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SOCIETY
FOR THE

PROTECTION OF MUSTANGS & BURROS
ARIZONA CHAPTER

INTERNATIONAL

Scousdale, Arnizona 85254

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE BOARD OF DIRFUTORS

Karen Sussman, Presutent

Jerry Mussa. Fundearsing ¥ P
tnda LeManre. Membership \ P
Robyn berrel. Secretany

Sharun Bogard Treasurer

February 23, 1988

Mr. Arthur Tower
BLM, Area Manager
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, Arizona

85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

the draft for the Phoenix RMP/EIS on Friday the 19th.

| have just received
like to make comment in favor of

In reviewing it in its entirety, | would
Alternative B with one recommendation. In regard to the Lake Pleasant Burro
like to see the herd size increased from 80 to

Herd, our organization would
minimum of 130 to protect the viability of the herd. Although, to my knowledge,

there is no current data on burro herd viability, there is data available on horse
herd viability. A horse herd must have a minimum of 100 horses to prevent in-
breeding and deterioration of the stock. | am sure that research would show

the same findings in regard to burros.

that the ELM has included the burros in their RMP for the

We are so pleased
organization enjoy riding and hiking the

Phoenix area. Many members of our
areas in search of seeing a wild burro.

to change a conflicting evening appointment, so that
the 25th. If 1 am wunable, | would

comments from our organization.

| am in process of trying
| can attend the public hearings on Thursday,

like this letter to be read in my absence, as official
to be entered into the record.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely yours,
¢ ] L,ow Gt o
¢ 76 Qe ”

Karen A. Sussman
President, |SPMB

Arizona Chapter

NOILVYNIQHO0D any NOILVITINSNOD

The request for a minimum burro herd of 130 animals is
excessive because of the other uses in the Lake
Pleasant area. The herd would be managed at 80
burros, the minimum base population needed for
maintaining viability according to BLM Burro Program

Guidance 1-83, changes 1 and 2.
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RECLEIVLD
BLM, FRUL v x Y -7 e ®
PHOENIX, At A

" bl e 1288
718:9,10,11;121,2)3;415:6
Mr.Artnur E. Tower 8

Pnoeni x Resource Area Manager

Bureau of Land Manayemnent
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoeni X, Arizona 85027

February 22, 1988

RE: Pnoeni x Resource Management Pl an and Environnent al
| mpact  Statement

Uear Mr. ‘Power:

Thank you for forwarding a draft copy of the Phoenix Resource
management Plan and Environmental |npact Statement to Maricopa
Vit er District.

As tne water riyht holder to the sub flow, flood flow and
normal flow of tne Aqua Fria River and its tributaries, we are

extremely Interested in your management pl ans.

A nunber of the Areas of Critical Environnental Concern,
Speci al Managenent Areas, Cooperative Recreational Areas and
Resource  Conservation Areas are within  the Agqua Fria

Watersned.

Thus, we respectfully request your including MDD in all aspects
of BLM's pl anni ng process.

If you nave any questions or comments, please do not hesitate
to call ne.

Sincerely,

“Beln T TDowrs

MAR

PO
1602)

robin Barnes
Management Aide

R8/yb
iCOPA WATER DISTRICT

x 260 Waddell AZ 85355
752151
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Mr. T im Sanders

BLM Phoenix Resource Arca
2015 West Decr Valley Road
Phoeni1x, A7 85027

Dear Mr. Sanders:

I am Hiram Davis, the fellow who telephoned you the other day, and
v_:hose intrrcst 15 the preservation of 1-17 gs the “rural” highway
it 15 today - at least to have it maintain some “rural” character.

Prior tuvour forthcoming meeting at your office on Thursday, March

3, | wanted you to have these two enclosed items:
(1) copy of remarks which | have made to the Prescott Audubon
Soc icty on the candidacy of 1-17 for designation as a “Scenic
Highwny . It lets you know where | gy “coming from”; and,
(2) copy of the 'Designation Process" from ADOT with which
you may well he familiar. Still, 1 thought. ‘i copy might* %e
handy for ready reference. We, who favor the 'Scenic Designation"
for 1-17, are still at the "“Pre-Request" stage.

Yesterday, | was able to pick Up a copy of the Phoenix RMP/EIS draft

at the state off 1ce, | have just begun to reed 1t to find out wha
15 proposed for the land now owned by BIM in the Black Canyon Corridor,
part icularly I f Alternat jyve B (Preferred) were adopted.

My 1mpress*on s that, nder Plan B, the BLM would retain much of
the land which 1t now owns |y the Corridor and perhaps cven increase
its holding5 to "block-up" land ownership for more cff icient management.
But, for what purpose(s)?

The aimof those of us who want tosee g “rural” corridor preserved
for 117 a Jleast between population points, s u c h a5 between New
River and Black Canyon City « 13 a ribbon of open space, with natural
vegetat 1o bordering t h e freeway and N at ur al vistas prescrved where
casinle,

1 suppose that the only income-carning use for open space, {if any,
would he light gracing, This would he coppatihle with vista preservation,
However, | argue that apn open-space, natural corridor for 1-17 would,
In itself, add value to the land  beyond the corridor. at lesst  for

resident jal use.

Turnil,g to the large folded map laheled “Phoenix Resource Area,
North Central Portion" January 1097 | have these questions/commnents,

moving north from the junction of State 74 and 1-17:

(1) Would 1t he rcasonable to aim for a modest open-space corridor
hetween, say the Pioneer Village and the New River Interchange?

The frontage hee on  both sjides of [-17 15 lagely owned by
the state. Hopefully, the State could bhe persuaded that granting
open-space casements along 1-17  would enhance the value of
the land which the State might lease/se;]l inthis area;

NOILYNIQHOOU ONV NOLIVLIINSNOD
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Mr. Tim Sanders . . . February 27, 1988 ,., . Page 2

(2 What would seem to be the most effecive way to preserve
an open-space corridor for 1-17 between the New River & Rock
Springs interchanges? Especially between the Table Mesa &
Rock Springs interchanges?

Any  contribution that RLM could make by exchanging with the
State? Say, around ad to the noth and west of the Table Mesa
interchange? (Probably provides some of the better scenic vistas
along 1-17 mountains in the distance and good stands of saguaros
in the foreground).

(3) And what about the preservat ion of saguaros themselves?
Arc we at, or at least near, the point where “groves” of saguaros
traversed by a major highway are an “endangered” species?

7- | For example, is there any stand of saguaros along any interstate
in Arizona that can even compare with those which dot the terrain
From the P ionccr Village interchange t o “topping out'" o n the
mesa just south of the Sunset Point rest stop?

Presumably the preservat ion of these “groves” would be enhanced
if 1-17 were designated a “Scenic Highway” + but may “something
more” be nceded? Say. the establishment of some protective
zone, perhaps under the auspices/control of the State Parks

Board?

49 1 move now to the I-17 segment from the Dog Track/Squaw
Peak interchange at the north edge of Black Canyon City to
Cordes Junction. Here,i f | reed the map correctly, the BLM

owns the frontagc on the west sde of [-17. and the State that
on the cast.

May not this divided ownership lead to an unsatisfactory pattern?
Open space on the BLM side and development on the State side
of 1-17? Are there any potential “block-up” exchange possibilities?

For example, BLM to get frontage from the State on the cast
72 side of 1-17 between Dog Track Road and Cordes Junction in
- cxchange for BLM land glsewhere? Such as the BLM land in the
vicinity of Black Canyon City and Rock Springs?

(5) According to Map 2-13, there are two utility corridors
in the Black Canyon planning segment, One follows I[-177 the

7- other, along and partly east of the Agua Fria River. From the
point of view of preserving scenic vistas from “high- 1 ine’
clutter, isn't the corridor to the cast of I-17 to be preferred?

By enough questions and comments for now. | look forward to visting

wi W you next Thursday. Should your schedule change, my telephone
is 274-2723.

5{1/rme,re1y,

~ 7
Lp L .
’(éw’lfuuﬁf\(’fzzn J

Hiram S. Davis

7-3.

The land fronting I-17 between the city of Phoenix and
Black Canyon City is or would be administered by the
state of Arizona or is under private ownership. The
state develops management prescriptions for the
long-term maintenance of scenic values on its land.

Public land north of Black Canyon City will be
maintained under BLM administration. One of the BLM's
long-term management goals for the Black Canyon
Resource Conservation Area would be to block up

federal ownership in the area through the BLM-state of
Arizona land exchange process. This includes land
along 1-17 between Black Canyon City and Cordes
Junction. The proposed RMP has not identified land
uses seriously conflicting with the continuation of
open space scenic values on public land between [-17
and the Prescott National Forest except placement of
additional utility lines in the Black Canyon utility
corridor. Impacts on visual and scenic values would
be expected to be minimal, however. A traveler’s
perception of natural scenery would not be affected by
the placement of additional utility lines because new
lines would be parallel to and screened by existing
transmission lines crossing the area.

The proposed RMP has identified new expanded
boundaries for the Black Canyon RMP which include the
public land one mile south of the boundary described
in the draft RMP/EIS (see RCA Map 2-8 in this
document).

The Alternative B corridor identified in the draft
RMP/EIS is preferable due to two factors: 1) there is
an existing powerline along 1-17 and 2) Alternative C
powerlines would further impact a National Register
Archaeological District (Perry Mesa).

NSNWNOD NILLHM
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I, Athur.l..  Tower
Fhoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureay o f la d Management
2015 ¥. Deer Valley Road
Pnoenix, A/ 85027
Dear H. Tower:
| read with interest the BLM's desire to consolidate the checkerboard | ands it
controls. My question is why does the BLM think it can control the lands ofthe American
peopl e anyway?? I'n the beginning the Lord gave the people the 1.nd and the governnent
has choosen to take away ewe of our lands, hundreds of thousands and millions of acres
throughout ~ the United States. Where do they get the authority? The people of Arerica
did not get to vote on this issue. Therefore, | recormend that the BLM |and be tumed
baok into the hands of the people of Anerica, the home of the braveand the land that
used to be free from governnent tyr ay. Please read and study the Constitution of the U.S.
as the founding fathers knew and drew up our rights as citizens, not as subjecta, and
learn what the Cod of heaven would have you do to give us back our lends so that you can
stand befure the Savior on judgement day and be found blaneless in trying to help us regain
our rights to our |ands.
Thank you for letting O “6+nd asking for ny
opinion. Usually things are aceom:lished be-
hind closed doors.
| support your efforts in restoring our |aws
and rights as the original Constitution out-
lines.
Sincerely.

oty . P caedl

Sandra Leonard

FL) 5oy /SDE
Oéézwd Pz

/
g, ST }7
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Friends of the
Hieroglyphic Mountaifs

8425 N. 56th Ave., Glendale, Az. 85302

oo o aapa
AL Uy AR

Mr. Arthur Tower

Phoenix Resource Area Manager
BLM

2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
PHOENIX. Az. 85027

Dear Mr. Tower,

The Friends of the Hieroglyphic Mountains wish to make some comments about
the draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.

Our preference is for alternative C, as it contains proposals for larger
ACEC's than alternative B.
Regarding the concept of Riparian Management Area; it is ill defined in the

9_] draft and it needs more precise management guidelines. such as total restriction

jof vehicular traffic, etc.

We 41s0 wish to recommend that all riparian habitats which are still in some-
what of a natural state and have in-stream flows of at least 20 days per year
should be designated Riparian Management Areas.

nesting site) designated as an ACEC or SMA.

Regarding ORV's, we suggest the BLM designate which roads will be open to vehi-
cular traffic and then print and distribute a map of the Resource Area with
such roads shown. As far as the areas closed {o traffic are concerned, the

9 2|‘..‘c also weuld have liked to see Owl Head Butce (interest ing formation and raplos

9._3 map should specifically detail the penalties involved by trespassing into them

withORV' s, Finally anyone caught traveling in c¢losed areas or off-road should
be prosecuted. Incidentally, we welcome the addition of Desert Rangers-make

sure they work weekends:

Finally. we believe the BLM should take the initiative in the proposed land
trades and not wait for the owners to come forward.
Thank you for allowing these comments.

L

Sincegely,

(’/Cab‘r el Zinsli

9-2.

9-3.

Management g0als and planned actions are described for
riparian areas identified for special management.
Closed designations are proposed for White Canyon,
Larry Creek and Tule Creek. See Tables 2-3 and 2-4 in
the RMP/DEIS for specifics.

Owl Head Buttes is not public land.

As future funds permit BLM will develop and distribute
a public land visitor use map. Off-road vehicle rules
and user responsibilities would be described on the
map. Site-specific activity planning will evaluate
ORV signing needs necessary to achieve ORV management
goals. Due to limited funding, intensive signing is
initially anticipated only in areas with identified
management concerns (ACECs and special management
areas).

S3ISNOdSIH ANV SINININOD NImmmhi
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF MINES

P. 0. BOX 25086
BUILDING 20, DENVER FEDERAL CENTER
DENVER, COLORADO 80225
Intermountain Field Operations Center

March 10, 1988

Memorandum

To: Arthur E. Tower, Phoenix Resource Area Manager, Bureau of Land
Management, 2015 West Deer Valley Road, Phoenix, Arizona 85027

From: Chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center

Subject: Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement

As you requested, personnel of the Bureau of Mines revieved the subject
document to determine whether impacts to mineral resources and to related
activities are adequately discussed. The draft document presents four alterna-
tive plans, including a preferred alternate, for managing the resources of the
Phoenix  Resource Area. Mineral resource exploration and development have
played a major role in the growth of Arizona and have historically contributed
much to its economic base. Much of that mineral activity has involved mining
districts included {p the resource area. Our comments are provided to help
clarify or improve the mineral data presented.

The document provides a summary of mineral involvement in the resource area
and also a brief analysis of mineral resource impacts by alternative. The
maps showing both past mineral-producing areas and contoured densities of
currently filed Notices of Intent (N0I) and Mini! Plans of fperation {MP0)

(p. 96-98) provide Information in an easily understandable format. The table
summarizing mineral development trends by mining district including base metal
production from each district (Table 3-9, p. 100-101) is similarly useful.
Because mineral companies currently are actively exploring and developing
precious metal properties in the western U.S., we suggest that precious metal
production information a150 be included in the table. Production figures for
precious metals are available from the same source as the base metal data
guoted in the table (AZ Bur. Geol. and Miner. Technol., Bull. 164)

The salient mineral resource impact addressed by the document is the de facto
withdrawal of lands to mineral entry created by the land disposals proposed
under Alternatives B, C, and D. Several areas proposed for disposal currently
have high densities of N'I's and MPQ's (p, 9G-97), Ve recommend that an effort
be made to retain under BLM management two areas having high mineral develop-
ment  potential: the B|M lands south of Tucson and the somewhat more continuous

10-1.

The interdisciplinary planning team has determined
that, as a result of implementing the proposed RMP,
the reduction of NOIs from 25 to 12 and MPOs from 2 to
1 would not significantly affect the exploration for
and development of marketable minerals in the Resource
Area.

NOILVYNIGHO0D ONV NOIVLINSNOD
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block of BLM lands east of Prescott. Because of the recent explosion of
interest in precious metal development and the currently higher copper prices,
these two areas are undergoing renewed exploration and development activity.
Disposal action would create an additional burden for a struggling minerals
industry and possibly make exploration and development costs prohibitive.

10-2.

For Alternatives B and {, tables are provided (p, 25-26; p.28-30; and p. 35-39)
that describe planned action for each special management drea (SMA) and for
each area of critical environmental concern (ACEC). The specific impacts to
mineral resource development by creation of these areas is vague. For example,
it Is not clear what seasonal or other management restrictions would apply to
mIneral exploration and development in the Silver Bell Desert Bighorn Sheep
Management Area. Tables 2-4 and 2-10 incorporate statements alluding to
surface occupancy restrictions on BOO aClesS of Ragged Top, but no information
is supplied regarding what mineral development restrictions would apply to

the rest of the acreage included in the SMA. Mineral restrictions on other
wildlife SMA's (desert tortoise, burro range) are also ambiguous. As an
additional example, several multiple resource management areas limit motor
vehicles to existing roads and trails (i.e., Table P-41. Neither the table
nor the document make it clear whether a mineral company would be permitted to
establish drillroads and drillsites or develop a resource for open pit mining
in these areas. In general, the tables list certain access and surface
occuUpancy restrictions but do not clarify whether management restrictions to
access would severely restrict these lands to mineral entry. Subsequent
versions of the document should elaborate how each manaogment qrescriotion
would affect mineral exploration and development activities. A chartor table
specifying for each SMA and ACEC the restrictions on locatable and leasable
mineral exploration and development would clarify the mineral resource impacts
of Alternatives B and C. Maps showing mineral potential superimposed on areas
where mineral access would be restricted would also serve to readily illus-
trate how each SMA or ACEC would impact mineral related activities.

In the Silver Bell Resource Conservation Area (RCA), two SHA's and an ACEC
have been proposed for most of the land currently available for mineral
exploration and development. Because the area has high to moderate potential
for additional mineral discoveries, particularly in the area of the Waterman
Mountains ACCC, we believe that access to and permission to develop minerals
in this RCA should be maintained @S much as possible.

The impacts to mineral development expected to result
from ACEC designations in the proposed RMP would be 1)
the requirement of a Mining Plan of Operation for
exploration or development in a designated ACEC open
to mineral entry, regardless of the acres disturbed
and 2) elimination of filing, exploration or
development in areas withdrawn from mineral entry.
Activities allowed under the general mining
regulations would be in force in most areas, including
reasonable access to mining claims.

S3ASNOJSIYE ANV SINIWNOD NILLIHM
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I
United States Department of the Interior

BUREAUCFRECLAMATI ON
ARIZONA PROJECTS OFFICE
23636 N. 7TH STREET

INREPDY P,0. BOX 9980
whan,  330-1000 PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85068
780.

cer @

M. Henri Bisson

Phoenix District Mnager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoeni x, Arizona 827

Dear M. Bisson:

Thank you for the opportunity to commenton the draft Phoenix Resource
Management Plan (RMP) associated with the management of 912,000 acres of
public lands in the Phoenix Resource Area. In the RMP, the Fast Half of
Section 11 and the Northwest Quarter of Section 12, Township 15 South, Range
12 East, G&SRM is identified as lands slated for development as a
cooperative recreati on management area. The lands would be transferred to
local governments under the R&PPA for the Saginaw H Il Park.

As you are aware the Bureau of Reclamation is constructing the Central
Arizona Project which includes construction of the Black Mountain pipeline.
The pipeline will require approxinmately 3.5 acres of public domain | ands
located in the West Halt of the West Half of the East Half (W1/2W1/2E1/2) of
Section 11. This glinement for the Black Muntain Pipeline was identified in
our Tucson Aqueduct, Phase B, Draft Environmental Inpact Statement dated
Nocombor 1984, and our subsequent Draft Environmental Assessment on proposed
rnfz)fdiftc.?tions dated December 1987. Copies of both were provided to your
office for review

A formal request for rights-of-way required for the Bl ack Muntain Pipeline
within the W1/2W1/2E1/2 of Section 11 will be submitted to you for your
consi derati on soon. we woul d have no objection to the transfer of public
l'ands, not needed for the Black Muntain Pipeline in Section 11, to other
governmental entities under the R&PPA.

Addi tional comments pertaining to the draft RMP will be provided from our
Regi onal Office | ocated in Boulder City, Nevada Again, thank you for the
opportunity to review the draft plan.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mr. NDennis Burgett at
870~6734.

Sincerely yours,

e M)t

{or Robert J. Towles
proj ect Manager

11-1.

As part of the CAP delivery system,
Pipeline would be allowed under the

the Black Mountain
proposed RMP,

subject to mitigation, and would be reserved to the

United States in the event that thd
transferred under the R&PP Act.

land would be
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15 March 1988
10120 dair Drive
Sun Oty, AZ 85351

M. Arthur E Tower, Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Managenent

2015 \est Deer Valley Road

Phoeni x, Arizona

Dear M.  Tower:

| have made a careful review of the draft Phoenix Resource Managenent
Plan and Environnental Inpact Stat-t.

In the preparation of the identified draft the Bureau was faced with the
need to make assessnents of two classes of hol dings subject to quite
different pressures--those essentially rural in nature, and those

located close to mjor wurban areas. Unfortunately, the Bureau elected
to useidentical options and assessment techniques for both classes of
areas.

The concept of balanced nmultiple use, including utility  corridors,

mning, and ranching, is certainly a sound procedure to follow in those
areas which are essentially rural. However, in those areas which are

adj acent to an expanding netropolitan area it would be preferable to
recognize the changes that are likely to take place. Such areas will be
subject to nuch greater pressure for recreational use, their

attractiveness  for  ranching will  decline, and they will have increasing
appeal as an identified urban resource--such as the Saguaro National
Monunent at Tucson, the Phoeni x Muntain Preserves, and the Lake
Pleasant ~ Regional  Park.

It would be desirable in the devel opnent of Plans for those areas

| ocated near urban areas to recognize that the change froma rural to
urban environnent will not be sudden, and will likely take place over a
period of years. 'Thus, the Adopted Plan should preferably be structured
in such a way that it can readily accommodate these changes as they take
place.

The dicussion of protection for the desert streams which are included in

the plan | eaves much to be desired. It is quite probable that the

details of these protective neasures plans were well known to the 12-1
authors of the report. However, the report presents few details on how ’
water quality standards will be applied or met, aquatic species

protected, or riparian vegetation protected or reestablished. The

remai ning desert streams in Arizona are certainly deserving of the best

managenent practices that we can fornulate.

The administrative organization of the Bureau has injected an additional
problemin the selection of a suitable managenent plan in some

i nstances. For exanpl e, the Hassayampa River Canyon and the "upper"”
Hassayamga River are discussed in two different reports. This is a very
undesirabl e arrangenent given the needs for a unified management plan
for the River, and the Wlderness potential of the Canyon. The

The draft RMP/EIS identifies management problems,
goals and opportunities.
to achieve the goals are contained
activity plans
include environmental

Specific details on methods
in activity plans.
implement the
assessments and meet

compliance with NEPA and
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adni nistrative organi zation problem is also reflected in the inclusion
of the Maricopa Muntain and Butterfield Stage sections in still

anot her BIM management report. Despite the size and inportance of the
Phoeni x Metropolitan area these adjacent potential “open space”
opportunities are examined by BIM in three different adninistrative
reports.

The | anguage of the reports with respect to roads and trails and their
availability to the public is also inmprecise. It would be desirable to
identify those roads and trails which will be available to four wheel
drive vehicles and/or ATvVs.It would also be desirable to identify those
| ocations where additional roads or trails night be needed to
accommodate the needs of these interest groups.

It is quite apparent that -unities and organizations in the Northwest
Valley had little input in the development of the plan or of the several
steps which took place prior to plan development. This |ack of input
mght be attributed to the small size of the communities and to the
difficulties of understanding an issue as conplex as that faced by BILM
in the assessment of its land holdings! It would be desirable to make a
special effort at this tinme to reach these communities and groups to try
to determine if they, in fact, understand the inportance of the

decisions which are being made.

SPECI FI C RECOMMENDATIONS :

The recommendations of the Plan with respect to those areas which are in
essentially rural settings seens to be generally adequate.

Those areas which are adjacent to the major metropolitan areas should be
reexamined in terns of a fifth alternative--which mght be termed
Metropolitan Preserve and Open Space Management! Under this concept the
entire Lake Pleasant Area, which would be better named the Hi eroglyphic
MountainsArea, woul d be reconsidered in terns of its long term potential
for a desert/moutain preserve, and a long term plan would be developed
which would reflect the eventual conversion of the area. Such a plan
woul d include the need for additonal roads, or inproved roads in some
areas, canping facilities, a visitor center oriented to the upper
Sonoran Desert, designated wilderness areas, the eventual phase out of
grazing and mining, and perhaps the purchase of the private |ands (or
conservation easements) which are now |ocated within the area. The tine
schedul e for such a programmght well stretch out over a period of

perhaps  tuenty  years.

The boundaries of the Lake Pleasant area should be readjusted to include
the Shirttail Hlls area south of State Highway 74 and the Hassayampa
Canyon Area to the West.

The specific measures which will be adopted for the protection and
managenent of the desert streans in the nodified Lake Pleasant area
should be set forth in considerable detail. An annex to the report
woul d be a suitable vehicle for detail of this nature.

A long-range planning and development committee for the Lake

12-7.

12-3.

Public involvement efforts, including newsletters,
local press coverage, public meetings, and mailings to
all affected local governments, were discussed in
Chapter 5 of the draft RMP/EIS. Most communities in
the RMP area have been involved in the Phoenix
District’'s planning effort either directly or through
their respective county associations of government.

The Phoenix District believes the alternatives
considered in the draft RMP/EIS cover a sufficient
range of realistic management opportunities for
addressing the recreation issue in the Lake Pleasant
area. For example, a cooperative recreation
management area surrounding Lake Pleasant a recreation
management area in Hells Canyon, a riparian management
area along the Hassayampa River and special management
areas to emphasize management of watershed, riparian
habitat, a resident burro herd and an endangered fish
species have been proposed. We believe that
management emphasis being recommended for these
discrete areas is compatible with multiple use
management of the entire resource conservation area.
Management of the entire Lake Pleasant RCA for the
benefit of a single wuser group would be incompatible
with BLM's multiple-use mandate.

NOILYNIGHOOO ANV NOILVIINSNOD
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Pleasant/Hassayampa Canyon area should be recommended. The Committee
should have ample representation from the Northwest Valley communities ,
ranching interests, major developers, the core cities of the Phoenix
metropolitan area, Metropolitan Association of Governments, State
legislators, and State and County officials.

I believe that adoption of these recommendations will assure that we are
planning for the Future of the Metropolitan area and not for the present
of the past!

Sincerely

Eugez Jensen 3

copy :Congressman Stump

Black Grama
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ELKHORN RANCH

Sanabe Star Route
TUCSON, ARIZONA 85736

March 25.1988

Arthur € Tower

Phoenix Resource Arm  Manager
Bureeu of Land Management

20 1S west Deer YAtlgy Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Dear Mr. lower

On February 23 attendad the public hearing in Tucson concerning
the drait Phoenix Resource Management Plan. Although cur feelings
and concerns rmding this plan are well known, we have dagided to
take this opportunity 10 present them again.

First, we would like to thank you, Tim Sanders, and all others
involved for your efforts in keeping us abreest of developements in
the pian, and in listening to and taking into account our concerns
regarding the plan. For this we are grateful.

This does not, however, change the fact that we are opposed t0 the
glan in 811 its various forms. We do not Teel a wilderness area In the
aboquivaris is necessary. The country is already wilderness due to
Its topography md willremain so. ACtess to the mountalns is allowed
by the area ranchers. It would be nex{ to impossible to develop the
area considered for wilderness end most of the land involved is
alreedy controlled by the BLM. Therefore, the only effectg
wilderness designetion would have would be to increase human traffic
inthe aree. The cauntry would tese much of its appeal a8 this traffic
incressed. In short, the wilderness designation would result in the
me becoming less “wild".

13-

We feel thet to establish and run & wildarness aree, et taxpeyer
expense, that results in less remote back-country Is fiscally and
conservationally unsound. Why not let the area ranchers continue to
m and protect the area from developement as they have been
doing for years?

We are also opposed to the proposed swaps between the BLM and State
| 3-2 | Lend Department In the Baboguiveri arm our concerns, s stated In
prior correspendence, gre as follows:

| . We ere concerned as to the effect the loss of
state Jease revenues would have on our local
school distr!

13-1.

13-2.

The impacts of designating the Baboquivari Peak
Wilderness Study Area (WSA) as wilderness are analyzed
in the Phoenix Wilderness FEIS. If Congress
designates the WSA as wilderness a-management plan
will be developed. The development of the wilderness
management plan would include public involvement and
review, address visitor use capacity and would contain
an environmental assessment in compliance with NEPA.

Section 10(b) of the Taylor Grazing Act provides that
fifty percent of the grazing fees collected from BLM
grazing leases are returned to the State/County where
grazing occurs. Pursuant to Arizona State Law (Title
37 ARS Section 724) the returned grazing lease fees
are allocated to county school districts.

NOILYNIQHOOD QNV NOIVITNSNOD
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13-3

. Oneof the stated objectives of the plan 1s to

provide aocess to Baboquivari Peak. The only
aroa that such access is practical is Thomas
Canyon. As fer as access {0 tha range is concerned,
that is already provided by area renchers.

. Arearanchers have bean around for meny years.

1t would be cheaper and more practical o let them
continue to protect the aree.

. The proposed wilderness area would increase

traffic, and all the relatad problems, in the
mountains. We do not feel thet is desirable.

. The whole plan runs contrary to the Stated

objectives of blocking up parcels of land for
management purposes. If thet were truly an
important objective, the BLM would {rade out
of the oreaentirely 8§ it Is most Stete Lease Lmd.

In summery, we feel thet the most logicat course of action In the
Baboquivari area is net to takeany action Let's not make an Aravaipa
Canyon out éf them. They are besutiful, but much of that beeuty
comes from their remoteness. Lets mol spoll that.

Sincerely,

- A ‘h
(ol TV~
Charlay Miler

oc: Olendan Collins, Federal Exchange Administrator

13-3.

Since the proposed Baboquivari

study area

is surrounded by private and state

ACEC and wilderness

land,

would be necessary to obtain legal public access.

it
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|
“Defenders

15-

SOUTHWE ST OFFICt 13795 N COMO DRIVE, TUCSON, ARIZONA §5741 .
NATIONAL OFFICE 1244 NINETEENTH STREEI, NW o  WASHINGTON. DC 20036 e

5

OF WILDLIFE
Eugene A. Dahl em
Bureau of Land Management
Phoeni x Resource Area
2015 W Deer Valley Road
Phoeni x, Arizona 85027

Dear M. Dahlem

I enjoyed our brief talks at the recent Desert Tortoise
Council Symposium in Laughlin, Nevada. As | said, | was very
pleased to see the proposal for a Special Mnagenent Area{SMA)
for the desert tortoise in the Picacho Mountains in Alternative B
of the Phoenix Resource Managenent Plan and EI'S Draft.

After | returned home, | received a topo map of the Newran
Peak quadrangle, which included the boundaries of the proposed
SMA. Qutlined also were four locations of desert tortoise
popul ations studied by the Bureau of Reclamation in connection
with the Central Arizona Project canal. I was dismayed to note
that all four populations lie outside the SVA boundary.

In further examination of the map, it was obviousthat the swA
boundaries are chiefly conposed of the steepest portions of the
area, and do not extend to the gentler foothills and outwash

plains where the tortoise popul ations are found. I assume that
this was nerely a case of oversight on the part of the BLM and
that changes wll be nade. I strongly wurge that the present

boundary of the SMA be extended westward and southward by at

least one full section. Even so, one of the tortoi se populations
woul d have no buffer area.

According to a large-scale land status mep of the Picacho area
in nmy possession, Newman Peak is surrounded by state land. |If
this is the reason for the current proposed boundaries of tne
SMA, sonething clearly needs to be done to acquire additional
land for the SMA As | nentioned to you, the state grazing
permittee for that area has long been known for persistent
trespass, and was fined several years ago for exceeding his
permtted wuse by about five tines. Since it is very likely that
the curent grazing practices of this perm ttee are continuing to
negatively inpact the desert tortoises in the area, | hope that
the BLM will look into the possibility of working out sone |and
trades that would result in a further enlargenent of the swA

If such land trades are a possibility, | wll work hard to
assist the BLMto nake thema reality.

Sincerely,

Steve Johnson, Soutlbheet Representative

(602) 2497-14 34
(202) 659-9510

15-1.

The proposed RMP has identified state land for
acquisition to include additional tortoise habitat
within the Picacho Mountain RCA (see map 2-22 in this
document).

Refer also to response 18-7.
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

ROSE MOFFORD
GOVERNOR STATE CAPITOL
1700 WEST WASHINGTON
PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85007
602) 255-5371
MEMORANDUM
TO : DO BWM

FROM : AR ZONA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
DATE : April 1, 1988
RE :  3UREAV OF LAND MANAGEMENT

DRAFT PHX RESOURCE MGT PLAN & EIS  15.999
A2880219800008

This menorandum is in response to the above project
the Arizona State C earinghouse for review.

THOMAS P CALDWELL
SAECTOR

submitted to

The project has been reviewed pursuant to the Executive Order

12372 by certain Arizona State officials and Regional
CGover nnent .

The Standard Form 424 is attached for information.

Counciis of

No comments were received on this project or it was supported as
written. If any comments are received, we wijl forward them to

you for your consideration.

At tachment

¢cc: Arizona State O earinghouse
Applicant

NOIWNIHOO0D INY NOLLWVIINSNCD
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MARICOPA COUNTY DEPRRTMENT OF PLANNING AAD DEVELDRMENT

1118 Jrd Aveaue, Raom 300, Phosrux, Arizona 85003

April 12. 1988

Mr. Arthur F. Tower RES
Phoenix Resource Area Manager :p&uE
Bureau of Land Management — PRA Lo
2015 West Dear Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ. 85027

RE: PHOENIX RESOURCE MANAGFMENT PLAN

Dear Mr. Tower:

We have reviewed the Phoenix Resource Management Plan and find the alternative
R acceptable. We can appreciate the need for RIM to consolidate its holdings

us, however. Wp feel this area should be protected to a greater extent hy the

area adjacent to Interstate 17 should be included in the take Pleasant RCA.
These lands would maintain the scenic value of the 1-17 corridor between New
River and Rock Springs. We are in support of I-17 and State Highway 74 becom-
ing designated as scenic highways. An open space set-hack could also be estab-
lished by the County.

Another concern is the availahility of future recreation sites. As BLM reduces

its urban fringe hnldings, it also reduces the availability of low-cost muni-

cipal lands.As the urban growth continues. much land will he needed in the
next 10-20 years,

A third concern is the proposal that a large area nf land below Highway 74
(Morristown-New River Highway) between |ake Pleasant and Morristown be dis-
posed of tn the state or private parties. While we recognize the benefit of an
exchange for additional land within the RCA"s, this will place a great burden
on the surrounding land, given the population that eventually could resire
there.

We respectfully request that. land ownership and designations 1N the planning
area be more fully addressed to answer our concerns.

Sincerely,

DENNIS W. ZWAGERMAN
PRINCIPAL PLANNER \er
ADVANCE PLANNING DIVYSION

Ll

Richard Bagley
Planner 1
(602)262-3403

and designate areas for protection. The take Pleasant area is of concern to

extension of the RCA to the south and east. Urban and industrial encroachment
|7~ |in this area will greatly reduce the quality of this area. In addition, the

17-1.

The proposed Phoenix Resource Management Plan (RMP) in
this document identifies additional land along the
Black Canyon Corridor for retention in public
ownership, thus enlarging the Lake Pleasant RCA to the
east. There are no plans, however, to identify
non-public land in the area for acquisition. Land
values between New River and Rock Springs make
acquisition costs prohibitive when compared to the
resource values gained.

The future availability of low cost public land for
use by local governments has been addressed in the
draft RMP/EIS. During the public scoping process,
potential sites were identified by local governments.
Several tracts were found to be suitable for transfer
under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PPA).
These were identified in the draft plan and carried
over as part of the proposed RMP in this document.

The draft RMP/EIS identified the public land south of
Highway 74 as suitable for exchange. However, because
of public concern about the loss of open space and
scenic values in the area, the proposed RMP has
identified additional public land south of Highway 74
for retention in public ownership. Specifically,

these areas would include sections 25, 26 and the
Saddleback Mountain portion of section 35 in Township
6 North, Range 1 West. The retention area would be
included within the boundary of the proposed Lake
Pleasant RCA.

SIASNOLSIH ANV SINSAWOOD NI LLIHM
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18-1

18-2

18
THE |™ _ .
DESERT TORTOISE COUNCIL

5319 Cernitos Avenue
1 ong Beach, Cabtornia 90805

10 Apral, 1988

Mr. Arthur E. Tower

Fhoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureauw of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Fkoad
Fhaeni s, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

The Desert Tortoise Council sincerely appreciates the oppartunity
to comment and pake recommendations on the draft Fhoeni: Resource
Management Flan. We view some promising changes 1”7 the Fhoenix
District s management through this plan. though some &erious mis-
tales are made 1n analysis of desert tortolse population and
habitat trends under- different management regimes, and 1h plan-
ning for the benefit of the desert tortose.

Our comments are divided into two parts, general and specific.

GENERAL

Given that virtually no inverntory of desert tortoise chstribution
or abundance has been carried out 1” the Fhoeni: Resource Area,
we contest the validity of estimates of habitat extent listed
the document. Though records exist for several areas 11 .he RMF
al-ea. only the Ficacho Mountains and Lhe Ragged Top area have any
e: tensi ye data base. Huw will HLM Inventory its pegmalning areas,
and, if thev are found to contain major populations, how will BLM
give them significant management status 1¢f they are not included

1I” this document’ What 15 BLM s schedule for obtaining desert
What effort will BLM make toO

tortoise data a” the Fhoenix lands’
ensure it does not ¢dispose of “Important” (we read crucial under
ELM's definition) desert tortoise habitat when no Inventory has
been done” ®Will BLM Inventory habitat slated for disposal prior
to «consideration for land trades’ If BLM does 4ind “important”
habitat, will thie be cause for careful consideration and prob-

ably retention? These guestions we have not found answered 1”7
this document. 18-2.

The RMF dopesn’t show a” analysti g of how HLM decided which species
and habitats wet-e to be discussed I” the RMF. Why were the

Ficacho Mountains the only arga chosen to be significant for
desert tar tai e management’

18-1.

BLM will conduct additional desert tortoise
inventories according to recommendations in a Desert
Tortoise Implementation Strategy currently being
finalized. It is BLM's goal to complete all
inventories within five years and to update its
Habitat Management Plans and amend this RMP, if
necessary, to reach desert tortoise management goals.

The analysis is found in Chapter 1 beginning on page 6
of the draft RMP/EIS under the section entitled
Environmental Issues.

The Picacho Mountains were chosen for desert tortoise
management emphasis because they are relatively
isolated with limited public access, have few multiple
use conflicts and are known to support tortoise
populations.

NOILYNIGHOOD ONV NOVITINSNOD
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18-3

18-4

18-5

18-6

8-7

There 1g not a wide range of alternatives, Particularly Ones that 18-3.
HLM could be reasonably e:xpected to Implement.

Chapter 2 does not develop objectives and management prescrip-
tions very well for ACECs, SMAs, or CRMAs. What 15 discussed 15
usually vague and not measurable. Therefore, we cannot follow
any ahalysis HLM may have made on Impacts to the desert tortoise.

Chapter 4 often describes actions HLM would take. often seen 1n 18-4.
this section for the first time in the document. Instead of an

analysis of Impacts. Our experience with EISg and EIRs 1g that

actions are to be presented in the chapter ©0nh alternatives.

SFECIFIC

Fage B, paragraph 2, Says alternatives would dispose of
Threatened Qr Endangered plant habltat. again in paragraphs § and
6.

Doesn‘t HLM have a policy not to dispose of Candidate species
habitat or cause federal listing? The desert tortoise 1% a can-
didate on Category 2, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has
stated that federal listing 15 warranted. yet BIM intends to dis-
pose o f habitat. We &ee a” i1nconsistency here with national BLM
policy.

Page 17. The wildlife and special status plants sectiona show
parts of the plan seem to be contrary to BLM fPolicies. There 1§
little or no guidance from management on Wildlife. Certainly EBLM
has management guidance on how wildlife habltat and Threatened
and Endangered and Candidate species are to be managed on public
lands?

18-5.

Fage 28. The desert tortoise should be added to the Silver Bell
Special Management Area as a priority for management. This would
be compatible with bighorn and habltat objectiveg should be
developed to benefit the tortoise. The area must not have many
conflicting uses if HLM has slated it for bhighorn emphasis. This
1§ all the more reason far including the tortoise 48 a management
pr10r‘1ty_ In addition, HLM has a rare& permanent study plot in
this area.

We commend BLM on a Special Management Area for tortoises. This 18-6.
kind of action 1§ needed to ensure the future of taortoise 1n the

wild. However. the Ficacho Mountaing area 31s much too small to

be a "preserve" which would be effective 1n maintaining a lasting

population o f tortoises. Additionally, most of the habltat 1s on

lands on the periphery of the RLM land. Consideration o f this

alternati ve must not have been made by persons wi th knowledge oOf

Canservation biology. o r "1sland biogeography. " The probability

of extinction of a population of tortoises (or other organisms)

1§ roughly inversely proportional to the size of the Island. BLM 18-7.
15 essentially proposing to create gapn "island" preserve. BLM

We believe the alternatives analyzed are sufficient to
resolve the identified issues. Other alternatives
considered and the reasons for their not being
analyzed are listed in the draft RMP/EIS beginning on
page 41.

The BLM has a policy to manage candidate species to
avoid the need for federal listing. Under the
Preferred Alternative and Alternative C of the draft
RMP/EIS, it was assumed that disposal would be offset
by acquisition. Within the range o the desert
tortoise, a decision to dispose of candidate species

habitat is made only after an environmental assessment
is  completed.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service definition states:
“Candidate Category 2 contains those species for which
listing is possibly appropriate but for which the Fish
and Wildlife Service does not have sufficient
information on hand to support their being listed as
threatened or endangered at this time.”

Refer also to the General Response to Comments.

As stated on page 20 of the draft RMP/EIS, the
identification of land for disposal is not
irrevocable. All BLM parcels in an exchange proposal
would be subject to a site-specific environmental
assessment which would identify and analyze impacts to
desert tortoises and other values.

Refer also to the General Response to Comments.

BLM specialists did not identify the Silver Bell
Mountains as a priority area for special management o!
desert tortoises. However, if future monitoring
indicates the need, a special management area for
desert tortoises in the Silver Bell Area could be
designated through a plan amendment.

Several commenters have made the point that the
Picacho Mountain Desert Tortoise Management Area
identified in the draft RMP/EIS contains too little
land mass and/or does not include the lower,

state-owned bajadas where tortoise populations are
more likely to be found.

Consequently, the
state-owned acres

proposed RMP has identified 7,980
to be acquired by exchange. Upon
completion of the exchange, these acres will become
part of the Picacho Mountain Desert Tortoise
Management Area (area shown on map 2-22 in this
document).

NILLIHM
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18-7

18-8

18-9

18-1¢

18-1

i18-12

18-13

18-14

should realize that the main portion of the Ficacho Mountains
"island"” 1§ not on RLM land. and that regardless. AS MUCH LAND AS
POSSIBLE should be Included 1in this area for a viable tortoise
population. Perusal of maps and data we have acquired shows that
at least 24 to 30 additional gections af habitat should be 1n-
cluded 1n the Special Management Area.

BLM's idea of managing the Ficachos for the desert tartoise has
great merit, but 1§ doomed to failure unless the biological needs
of this gpeciaes at-e taken into account.

Management prescriptions or actions are vague. especially for
wildlife and Threatened and Endangered plants. Without
prescriptions, we can not gge how HLM can analyze Impacts of eg-
tablishing and i1mplementing management on these areas.

Page 31. Again, there are no prescriptions for CRMAs. The pos-—
sible range of recreation allowed could greatly change the jp-
pacts to wildlife 1n these areas. Tortol 1ta Mountains have
tortoises, possibly 1n high numbers. There could be highly nega-
tive impacts if recreation areas in wrong spots. The Sawtooths.
too. may have an "important" population of tortoises, and Hell’s
Canyon area detinitely harbors tortoises, along with other sensi-
tive species, such as Gilbert’s skink, yet impacts of recreation
are not addressed.

Fage 117. Tortolita tortoise habitat 1s not on Map Z-4a, Feren-
nial forbs and grasses are every bit as Important as annuals.
especially availability inp summer-fall before hibernation.

Page 126. Also pages 142 and 159. Effects or, rangel and
management. This 16 a ” inaccurate beading. It has nothing to do
with management of range resgurces (read soil and grass). ,ust
livestock management. ranch economicg, and animal/ranch

pet-f ormance. Please change the title to what it really g,

Page 137. We tale 1ssue that downward trend 15 expected on 10%
of habitat. How did HLM derive this analysis®™ We believe
downward trend y3l1] probably be higher, especially at 20 years.
the document’s “long term. » after the population of Arizona has
doubled and 0OHVs, poachers. sightseers, land developers. and the
like, has at least doubled also.

What were the analyses for determining what disposal lands would
be developed 1pn the long term? For e:amp le most lands near I10
and the CAF would ]ikely be developed. with downward tortoise
trends. This would be detrimental to the Ficacho Mountains and
811 verbell areas. yet this does not seem to be analyzred.

The document says the Si lverbell
There should be a management qoal

Page 147. Desert tortoise.
Area has Important habitat.
for the tortoise here. also.

18-8.

18-9.

18-10.

18-11.

18-12.

18-13.

18-14.

The RMP defines goals for resolving conflicts related
to the identified issues, Particular emphasis is
placed on management of special management areas and
ACECs. The detailed prescriptions describing how the
management goals will be met are called activity
plans. Activity plans are developed as part of the
approved RMP's implementation.

Impacts of implementing the management prescriptions
are monitored throughout the life of the RMP and
changes can be made if management objectives for
desert tortoises are not being met.

The omission was an oversight. The Tortolita
Mountains should be indicated on map 3-4a in the draft
RMP/EIS as an important desert tortoise area.

Referring to pages 7, 16 and 102 of the draft RMP/EIS
under “Effects on Rangeland Management” should help
explain this heading. Indirectly, livestock
management, ranch economics and animal performance are
all important factors in rangeland management.

Downward trend is determined by the interdisciplinary
planning team from their analysis of the percentage of
habitat expected to be disrupted by development during
the life of the plan.

The estimates of future development on disposal land
were based on growth trends as we see them now through
the estimated life of the RMP (15 to 20 years).

Refer to response 18-6.

NOILYNIGHOOD Qv NOILVLINSNGD



651

18-15

18-16

18-17

The Ficacho SMA does not say anything about restriction of roads.
and forbidding roads to communications sites, but chapter 4 does.
There are hidden actions i this document that we Can not tell

w1 11 happen. HLM must have a prescription that says no roads 1n

the Ficacho Mts. Jg the desert tortoise habitat to be acquired
blocked up or- scattered” |s habitat disposed of blocked or 18-15.
scattered’ This makes a big difference with impact assessment.

Security of populations 1n the long term 18 only made Wwith
blocked habitat, The net effect to the tortoise. we feel, 1§ 1Nn-
accurately stated 1n this analysis.

Page 155, Desert tortoise Impacts could greatly INCrease with 18-16.
ad jacent state land development and Impacts due to habitat loss

b y visitor facilities, i1lleqgal collection.harrassment,

vandal 1 gm, and forage loss. The population would no* remaln vi- 18-17.

able through long term. when the cumulative impacts are analyzed.
Alternative B would not likelyresult 1n a viable population
erther, but Alternative C represents an accellerated disaster for
the tortoisge 1n the Ficacha Mts.

Page 19E. Desert tortpise monitoring. What 1% a significant
change, and who decides when this change (over what threshold)
has accurred? The threshold should be quantified i1n the RMF, as
we have geen 1n others.

We understand that HLM may pict and choose between alternatives.
and that Al ternative C wag not a “real” al ternative,!n the sense
that ;f would constitute a viable management package on 1ts own.
We. the Desert Tortoise Council, therefore urge BLM to 1mplement
Alternative C for Communication sites, Larry Creel. Tanner Wash.
Waterman Mountain, Silverbell RCA. Perry Mesa ACEC, and the White
can yon ACEC. Without 1mplementation of these features 1nto this
RMF, measures for sensitive gppcies such as the desert turtoise
1n many cases would be insufficient and much less effective for
resgurce management i1nto the future. Larger boundaries provided
by &«iternative C for biologically Important areas are needed to
create manageable units and to manage the upland watersheds.
withaout which, the ecosystems can‘t be relied on to be
maintainped. Viable populations can only be maintained on large
blocks o f habitat. Cumulative impacts must be minimized to the
utmost. and this can be 1mpraved by larger boundaries. Al terna~
tive C for Lake Fleasant Burros would result 1n 192,000 fewer
pounds of vegetation being used yearly. fewer heavilyimpacted
areas near l.ake Pleasant and spr:ings and wash bottoms. and less
vegetation removalin desert tortolse habitat.

The alternative C management for the Silverbell RCA should recog-
nize the "important" habitat for the desert tortoise and be
modified to show management emphasis for the desert tortoise,.
which, a5 we stated earlier. should be complimentary to the
desert bighorn sheep.

As regards the rest of this planning effort. we recommend 1m-

Vehicular access restrictions for the Picacho
Mountains Desert Tortoise Management Area are stated

in Table 2-4 on page 28 of the draft RMP/EIS.

Refer to response 18-7.

Desert tortoise densities would be monitored using the
guidelines shown in Table 2-8 of this document. BLM
specialists would determine when significant change
has occurred.
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plementing Alternative B, with modifications desperately needed
for the Picacho Mountains Special Management Area.

The Desert Tortoise Council stands ready to asgist wi th develop-
ment of Special Management Areas and management prescriptions for
them. The Council &1so holds 1n its membership experts on desert
tartoise biolagy,ecology, conservation area design, si1ze,a n d

management. We would be pleased to assist you with any desert
tortoise conservation efforts.

We urge you to pui ld a” what you appear to have 1n mind as active
beneficial management for the desert tortoise, but to tale these
bold steps with a clear knowledge of the ragogurce's biology and g
clear charge of establishing areas large enough to maintain vi-
able populations of desert tartoises and other wildlife through
the very long term.

Sincerely,

James A. St. Amant
Senior Co-Chairman

cce 3 . David Qlmand, HLM Washington Gffice
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19-1

El Paso T A

Natural Gas Company oL 1 e

April 15, 1989

Mr. Arthur E. Tower, Area Manager
Phoenix  Resource Area

Bureau of Land Management

2015 west Deer Valley Road

Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Reference: Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Tower:

Bl Paso Natural Gas Company (El Paso) operates one of the country’s
largest natural gas transportation systems, located in the southwestern
United States. Since a number of El Paso’s pipelines and compressor
stations are within the Phoenix Resource Area, we have a vital interest
in the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM'8) land and resource manage-
ment planning for the area.

We are particularly interested in BLM's proposal to establish a Tanner
Wash Resource Conservation Area (RCA). Three of the seven proposed
RCAs identified in the Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) would have El Paso pipelines
within them. The pipelines in the Silver Bell and Black Canyon RCAs
would be in designated utility corridors; the pipeline in the Tanner
Wash RCA would not be.

El Paso’s 4-1/2" 0.D, Holbrook Line crosses the northeast portion of
the proposed Tanner Wash RCA, all of which is also proposed as an
area of critical environmental concern_(ACEC) for protection of the
endangered Peebles Navajo cactus. The lands that El Paso’s line
crosses are currently owned by the State of Arizona (Secs. 20 and 28,
T-18-N. R-20-E) and private parties (Secs. 19 and 27, T-18-N,
R-20-E). BLM proposes to acquire these lands in exchange for public
lands elsewhere.

El Paso wishes to cooperate in efforts to protect Peebles Navajo cactus
and would support establishment of the Tanner Wash RCA/ACEC,
provided continued operation and maintenance of our pipeline is not
Testricted unnecessarily. We request that the proposed Resource
Management Plan and Final EIS specifically recognize the need for
continued operation and maintenance of El Paso’s 4-1/2" Holbrook Line
in the Tanner Wash RCA/ACEC.

19-1

Mr. Arthur E. Tower, Area Manager
April 15, 1988
Page 2

Also, it is possible 4 second pipeline to Holbrook could be needed in
the future, depending on the amount of growth in the area. Should
such & pipeline ever be needed, EIl Paso would prefer to build it
parallel to the existing pipeline. We request that, in the Resource
Management Plan, BLM retain the option to authorize a parallel pipeline
adjacent to the existing Holbrook Line, provided construction of such a
pipeline would not harm Peebles Navajo cactus.

Finally, the impact of ACEC designation on operation of El Paso’s pipe-
line will not be fully known until the site-specific management plan for
the ACEC is developed. When preparation of that plan begins, El Paso
requests the opportunity to participate. ElI Paso is committed to
operating and maintaining its pipeline in a manner that protects Peebles
Navajo  cactus.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Phoenix
RMP/EIS.

Yours truly,

A

John A. Sproul, Jr.

Senior  Environmental  Scientist

Environmental 4§ Safety Affairs Department
19-1. Existing rights-of-way would be honored on acquired

land. A second pipeline paralleling the existing one
should not negatively impact populations of Peebles
Navajo cacti in the area.

The BLM's Phoenix District would welcome the
cooperation of El Paso Natural Gas Company in
developing a plan for maintaining its pipeline in a
manner consistent with the conservation of Peebles
Navajo  cactus.
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21-1
21-2

21-3
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April 18, 1988

Arthur E. Tower

Fhaeni: Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Fhoenix, AZ BLOL27

Dear Mr. Tower
[ commend you on your efforts to blact
1 - ACEC designation (n Alternative B

White Canyaon, Waterman Mountasnes,
Whittel Research Kanch.

L = Designalion ot Layote Movntalas and Haelle Canyon HPHY T e
Alternative [ recommends v Lhey are (ol decignat Wl pder e

T - Obtain leyal access o Covote and Maboguivar 3 Mauntaios. nd
Newman Feat .

4 Claose SBilver Hell /Fagyged Top area Lo orl and gow e ploraicoin.

S - Detinmitely restrict ORV uve Lo roads ared trasle idepar ships Uleen
Eo us but restr cots them o Lhedr omi coantr y Lo L ool y
gffshore 1slands.

& - Definttely acquire mneral vaghills on land you heepn.

7o Lkand ta Felritied FToresl NJF. s d.

8 - TJortolita Mounlartns land Lo Fama County foi parba s youd.

Q@ - Reiection of the 1986 Weslern Lta)iiy orouap Shudy e bl raglhe
decisian.,

L - The RCA™s recammended tie Altermalave Iooar e besh. Middbs G0 ba
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protectyon, not a CRMA O Fomever  you shauld considsr o gl iy
adjacent state and priovate card Lo oo lade Lhe fooba oot oot L
range 1ncluding e bajadas.
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to tnclude the follow g
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ar=2 damagrnyg o Nablve sped ) s,

4 - You frequently menbion o bogalean o vone doe teaend,

Lerm It somethiing muct be adiiigatod mak e b e
avdoendarce b, PanTh o owe 1 b jun b osw o desel Loglean
gel around valid reguireaenbs Lhot o - 00 Someuans 20 e
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wititout wpecral values to the public tor
ttems that you propose that [ want to emphiasize my sopport
fariner

]

e

Paradz by

Lhat o

teadinnyg

SOme:
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Baboguivary iea

“

Lard z
b bl
taor e
LTy L,

rid

Arp Leton

21-1.

21-2.

21-3.

The Ragged Top Wilderness Study Area (WSA) cannot be
expanded and recommended for wilderness. Land west
and south of the WSA includes private and state land
not under wilderness study. Public land in these
areas was considered for wilderness study status in
1979 and 1980, but was dropped from further
consideration. This public land was found to be
unnatural powerlines, roads, jeep trails and
evidence of mining were considered to be substantially
noticeable. Moreover, public land south of Ragged Top
lacked wilderness character, particularly solitude
opportunities.

The White Canyon WSA is known to have important

mineral resources and was not recommended for E
wilderness by the BLM. BLM studies indicate that T
potential development of a copper ore body is possible

in the future on mining claims presently located in or il
near the southeastern part of the WSA. White Canyon's M
outstanding scenic, wildlife and cultural values would

be protected as part of an ACEC with ORV travel closed O
or limited to existing roads and trails and no land
use authorizations.

Refer to response 34-30.
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21-4.

Grazing management for the Phoenix Resource Area has
in the Range Program Summary « Record
of Decision for the Eastern Arizona Grazing FEIS. The
the Phoenix Resource Area states
management

been addressed

proposed RMP for

prescriptions

and rangeland
the Resource
data needed
adjustments.

Area.

to

which  would
several SMAS and the Larry Canyon ACEC. Grazing use
condition would be
This

make

affect

information

decisions

grazing

in

monitored throughout

concerning

would  provide

livestock
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Nature The Arizona Nature Conservancy

‘ COHS@WG”C/V 300 East University Boulevard, Suite 230, Tucson. Arizona 85705

22-1

22-2

22-3

) (602) 622-3861
April 18, 1988

Mr. Athur E Tower

Phoenix Resource Area Manager
2015 w. Deear Valley Road
Phoeni x, AZ 65027

Dear Mr. Tower:

In reaponse to your Draft Phoenix Rasocurce Mnagenent Pl an
and Environnental Inpact Statement, The Arizona Nature
Conservancy wsubmits the followng comments, In accord with
the major emphasis of our organization, our commants are
directed towards proposed management actions related to
senasitive plants and animala and ® igniflcsnt natural areas.

SENSITIVE PLANT AND ANML SPEAES

1.\ astrongly asupport the proposad aouthern boundary area
for the White Canyon RCA Acuna Valley cactus,
(Echinomastus erectrocentrs vear acunensis), a Category 1
plant known from only three populations, occurs along the
edges of Box'0 Wash Wwthin the proposed RCA boundary area,
We ® trongly ® upport Alternative B boundary area for thia RCA
as it contains more potentiael habitat for the plant.

2. VW atrongly support your proposel to retain 640 acrea of

Astragqalus xiphoides habitat adjacent ot Petrified National

Nonument.

3.  Your proposed action appears to have the potential to
inpact several listed species. We request that a formal
Section 7 consultation be initiated with the USFWS, The
DEIS ie not adequate as & biological assesement of how the
BLM decided that particular T&E @ peciar and/or their
habitats would not be aignificantly inpacted.

4, W requeat that all tract.8 which contain perennial
pectiona of atream that support Little Colorado River
spinedace be retained in public ownership. The public Iand
along Silver Oeek (g the Only land below the town of Siiver
Geek {n federal ownership. Disposal of these tracts would
seriously undernine any future recovery measures that can ba
undertaken while the land is |" public ownership (e.g.

22-1.

22-2.

22-3.

The boundaries of the White Canyon RCA have been

revised in this proposed RMP to exclude the area of
Box-O Wash where the Acuna Valley pineapple cactus is
known to occur (see White Canyon RCA map 2-7 in this
document). The State Land Department has identified
the state land in the area for retention to benefit
the State School Trust. Since the state land is not
available for exchange, there is no opportunity for
the BLM to acquire Acuna Valley pineapple cactus

habitat.

The BLM's Phoenix District is aware of its
responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act.
Appropriate consultation is initiated with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service on any pending actions which
may affect federally listed species or which are
likely to jeopardize a species proposed for listing.

Refer also to the General Response to Comments on
Section 7 consultation.

Any future recovery efforts to benefit Little Colorado
River spinedace in Silver Creek would reauire the
cooperation of non-public landowners along 92 percent
of the creek. The BLM's Phoenix District initiated
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
in June 1988 to study the question. Pending the
outcome of the consultation, the Silver Creek parcels
will remain in public ownership.

Formal listing of the Little Colorado River spinedace
occurred as the draft RMP/EIS was being printed. The
current threatened status of the species is noted in
this  document.
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22-4

22-¢

22-6

inatream flow protection) andcould necessitata future
expenditures of public dollara. Please note that this
species jig NOW listed threatened.

AREAS OF CRI Tl CAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

1. We command your proposed acti on which ® rmkmto designata
seven sjites aas Areas Oof Critical Environmental Concern. Aas
you are undoubtedly awesre this is thr first draft RMpP Which
proposea {0 deaignate ACECs in Arizona. Bravo!

2. Inpl ement Alternative C for thr Perry Canyon ACEC Wi thin
the final preferred action and expand this ACEC boundary
area to include portions of Silver Creek as depicted on the
enclosed nap. This short ® ntrtion ofperennial water

provi des habitat for il n , a federal Category 2
fish known from fewer than 20 ® item 4{n the state and an
exenpl ary riparian habitat which includes cienega, a

gl obal ly threatened plant comunity, bordered b y deciduous
broadl eaf riparian forest.

3. Amore informative presentation ia necesaary for the
public to understand why certain areas wers NO! evaluated
for ACEC deaignation ag stated On page 42. Al t hough we

nom nated two sitea for conaideration, we were naver
formally informed as t0 the raeasons Why the Tule Creek gite
was rejected. We recommend that a more indepth analysis be
preaented aa to why areaa wera rejected. Thia will|l provide
the public with a" opportunity to further document the

importance or relevance Of each site.

4. we strongly support the proposed Tanner Wash, Watarman
Mountain and Appleton-Whittel ACECs. We aleo atrongly
support thr Larry Canyon ACEC With the above noted
recommendation.

RESOURCE CONSERVATI ON, SPECI AL and COOPERATIVE
RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREAS

1. It la not clear how the SMAa in Table 2-4 relate tO the
Maps on pages 67 = 81. Pleame Clarify.

22_7| 2. Include protoctié of e cologlcal values Of Tule Creekin

22-8

the management goals the Williams Mesa MRMA.

3. Your inclusion Of such a voluminoua list of SHAs
|uugge-t- that you are moving towards a National Forest LNP

22-4,

22-5,

22-7 ,

22-9.

The proposed RMP has adopted the draft RMP/EIS
preferred alternative ACEC boundaries within the Black
Canyon RCA. Upon acquisition, the Silver Creek area
of Perry Mesa would be managed following BLM riparian
management  guidelines.

The two formal ACEC nominations submitted by the
Nature Conservancy (i.e., Nichol Turk’s head cactus
habitat and Tule Creek) were the only ones received
from the public. The Nichol Turk's head cactus
nomination has been incorporated into the proposed
Waterman Mountains ACEC. The Tule Creek nomination
was evaluated by the interdisciplinary team and found
to be lacking in qualities associated with ACEC
designation. The presence of an introduced population
of the endangered Gila topminnow gives the area
relevance, but the removal of the population by
flooding has occurred in the past, thus seriously
limiting the importance of the area for topminnow.
The presence of a small cienega is interesting, but
not unique, and cannot be considered a remnant of
riverine cienegas which have largely disappeared
because of channeling and dewatering.

The deficiency has been corrected in this proposed
EMP/FEIS document.

As part of the Williams Mesa Special Management Area,
consideration of Tule Creek would be included in the
activity plan developed for the area.

The BLM's Phoenix District expects to reach the
management goals proposed. Dividing the entire
resource area into management units has been tried in
the past and found to be inferior to the Resource
Management Plan.
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22-

22-9

22-10

22-N

22-12

approach which dividea thr Forest into varioua management
units. If this s thr cm.. why not be more complete and
include all thr lands that are maensged by the Resource Area?
While | find your intentions to develop activity plans for

® ach SMA commendable, realistically we question the ability
of the BLM, given varicus tire and resource constrainta, tO
actually develop these plans.

4. We are concerned about tha proposed CRMAs. \ile {n
certain narrowly prescribed insetances Jjint O a"agrme"t Of
public lands is beneficial, thr large gcale approach
proposed here . eens dangerously excessive. A cynical
perapactive would be that CRMAs are & creative variation on
the public |andr disposal program proposaed in the early
19808 (i.a. thr "Sagebrush rebellion").

on psg. 31 thr document ® tstra that these area. have been
identified fOr “intenmive recreation uses" and that each
area wuld be jointly managed besed upon a cooperative
nanagemnant sgreement between the BLM and county or state
parks agency. We gquestjon the appropriateness of targeting
areas for intensive recrestion uses W thout a careful

® valuatio" of the impacts of such uses. We also are
concerned about the level of public input that we can
anticipate when NUCh cooperative managment agreements are
developed.

Wth in nmnd, we request that Alternative C for the Silver
Bell RCAand that thr Sawtooth Mountains be dropped from
further consideration as a CRMA. We would not ha opposed tO
a nodification of Alternative C to use the Alternative B
boundary area on thr ®ast poundary of thr RCA.

5. Thr proposed Picacho Mountain Desert Tortoise Management
Area, while commendable is {padequate given thr habitat
currently included in the proposed boundary area, We
reconmend that the BLM develop boundaries that include nore
opti nal tortoise habitat and identify those areas for
acquisition. Ve ® uggrat the southern and ® aatern boundaries
be expanded to include more of the mountain bajada.

6. We racommend that the boundary area for the Black Canyon
RCA be ® xpsndrd to include E 1/2 8 6 T12NR3E and SW 1/4 S
31 T13N R3E. This would e naur. that the entire perennial
stretch of Ash Creek is protrctrd in federal ownership.
27.5 miles of yiparian habitat currently in public ownership
are ® J|atrd for disposal under your preferred action and we
urge you tO agressively offset these losses by identifying

22-9.

22-10.

22-11.

22-12.

We do not agree that creation of Cooperative
Recreation Managenent Areas (CRMAs) results in public
land disposal. The public retains ownership of the
CRMA and management of these areas would be consistent
with federal environmental protection laws and
regulations.

The request has been noted. Considering the needs o:
local communities for open-space and developed
recreation areas, however, the BLM has incorporated
the draft RMP/EIS preferred alternative proposals for
CRMAS into the proposed RMP.

See comment 18-7.

The potential loss of riparian habitat under the
preferred alternative is more than offset by the
proposed acquisition of 53 miles of riparian habitat
representing a potential 36 percent increase.

S3ISNOCS3IH ANV SINIWWOD NILLIHM
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for acquisition as nmany areaa &s possible ulth high riparian
habitat values.

We appreciate the opportunity to perticipate in t

planning process and look

involvement.

Sipcerely,

/' /"fw; 14 'r\')(

Andy Aaurenzi
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23-1

23

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
REQIONAL CIVIL ENGINEER, WESTERN REGION (AFESC)
630 SANSOME BTREET - ROOM 1318
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111-2278

ROVP (Tye/556-0557)

Phoenix Resource Management Plan & Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Mr. Arthur E. Tower

Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

1y We appreciate the opportunity to review the subject DEIS and offer the

f'ollowing comments:
a. As shown on the attached map, the three Resource Areas evaluated in
your DEIS (North Central Portion, South Central Portion, and Apache-Navajo
Portion) are subject to numerous military overflights in their vicinity in
the form of YFR and IFR training missions. Inasmuch a8 military
overflights do have the potential to occasionally disrupt the solitude and
naturalness of areas directly under their flight paths, we recommend you
include consideration of such activities in your discussion and
decision-making processa. Within that context, we further recommend you
consider location, altitude, and frequency of flights.
b. Areas which are appropriate for military overflights and low altitude
training routes are becoming increasingly rare. In selecting overflight
training routes, the Air Force must consider mission requirements and fuel
costs ag well as environmental constraints. ldeally, training routes are
located within areas which: are relatively isolated, have diverse
topography and minimal commercial activity, maintain sparse human
populations, and contain lands under federal jurisdiction. It is obvious
that these characteristics are also compatible to a large degree with
potential wilderness areas. Therefore, even though several of the areas
being proposed are subject to air training activities, the Air Force
generally gupports designation of wilderness areas provided such
designations, and subsequent management thereof, do not restrict usé of

the airspace for military overflights.
i We hope these comments are useful 1in your planning process. If we can be
of assistance in any manner, please contact the undersigned or Mr. Michael Tye
at (415) 556-0557.

‘LHILLIB E. 1LAMMI, Ghisf 1 Atch: Training Route Map

Environmental Planning Division ¢¢: AF/LEEVN (Fordham)
AFREP/FAA

23-I.

There is no specific prohibition of military
overflight above designated wilderness areas by
aircraft on essential military training missions.
Where low overflight is or is expected to become a
concern, wilderness management plans would provide for
liaison between the BLM and the military to resolve
any overflight problem.
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BLM PHOENIX DISTRICT
NATIONAL PARKS AND  CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION

APRZS'BG Southwest-6-Calafonnca Qffice
Box 67, Cottonwood, Andzona 86326

RUSSELL 0. BUTCHER __DM_.._E_.._ [602) 634-575%

Southwes!-4-CaiNtornie R Lo JauSd

P S —
Py T S —— April 21, 1988
—& RE: BLM's PHOENIX DRAFT RMP/EIS

Mr. Arthupr e, Tower

Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of lLand Management
2015 4W. Deer V all ey Road
Pheonix, Ao 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

National Farks and Conservation Association, a nonprofit
membershjp organization. founded 69 years ago to promote the
protection, enhancement, and public understanding of the
natjenel pdra system and related public lands, appreciates
thisopportunitytpoffer Jfew comments on the December 1Y37
Pthoenix PMP/EISDraft.

I'n general,we support and are pleased with Alternative B
(Preferred Alternative).

toconsolidate ownership and intensively manage
lands withinseven Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs);

. totransfer upto 4,000 acres of BLMlands to
Petrified Forest National i’ark;

te consolidate 4ilrial'e and supsurface estates through
acquisitionb vy exchangeofonfederal mineral estate under-
lying federal surface holdings-~-to retain federal subsurface
mineral estale andacquire through exchangeallnonfederal
subsurface estatewithinRCAs, CRMAs, an d PgPpl ease s ;

e f(penhance and protect some 74 miles of [MP areas'
riparian habitat and acquire sgme 54 miles of state-owned
riparian habitat within RCAs;

e lgroute utilities' facilities either along existing
utility systems gprspoasto avoid known highnatural or cultur-
al resource areas,

®to establish six Areas of Criticel Enviroumental
Concern (ACLECs) encompassing 9,971 acres; and expand the Perry
Mesa ACEC upon acquisition of state lands--these six ACECs
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24-

24-2

bei ng Baboqui vari Peak, Waterman Mountains, \White Canyon,
Larry Canyon. Tanner Wash, Appleton-Whittell, and Perry Mesa;

@ to establish 19 Special Management Ar eas; and

@ to close sone 11,760 acres and b.5 miles of existing
roads/trails to notorized vehicles--within ACECs and SMAs.

Regarding the ACECs, we do question whether Alt. B offers
a large enough area to provide conprehensive protective manage-
ment of White Canyon. We normally view such areas as benefiting
from topographically/hydrologically oriented boundaries. Whi | e
Al L. B's boundary enconmpasses the heart of White Canyon, it does
omt some of the tributary drainages |eading into White Canyon--
notably in Sections 10 and 15. The White Canyon ACEC would, it
seems to us, be nmore conplete as an ecological unit were it to
include not only those two sections, but the northern one-half
of Sec. 22, sec. 12, and the three-quarters of Sec. 13 not in-
side the Alt. B boundary. This would add about 2.720 acre* to
Alt. B's 2,400 acres for a total of about 5,120 acres.

We support the Tanner Wash ACEC and hope that an agreenment
can be reached by which the National Park Service (Petrified
Forest National Park) can be given protective management authori -
ty over this critical habitat of the Peebles Navajo Cactus
(Pediocactus peebl esi anus, var. peeblesianus), a federally
ITsted endangered species, and the Sword MTlkvetch (Astragalusg
xiphoides), a candidate for federal listing. (I'ncidentalTy,
on page 145 are two references to the "U.S.Park Service," which
shoul d be changed to "National Par k Service.")

We ent husi astically support the Perry Mesa ACEC, and the
rel ated goal of exchanging state |ands out of 8,480 acres of

this vicinity. We do not understand, however, why |ands ac-
quired fromthe State of Arizona would be opened to m neral
leasing/sales., It is our understanding that at |east some of

those state lands also contain significant archaeological re-

sources; that such |ands ought to be withdrawn from m neral 24-1.

entry; that the existing "National Register Archaeol ogical
District" should be expanded; and that BLM should inplenent &
program of protective management of this entire, expanded
cultural resources district. The ruins of Ma large complex
of Pueblo-like communities" (containing villages of nmore than
200 rooms each) built along the mddle Agua Fria River (in
Agua Fria and Squaw Creek canyons) by A.D. 1200, as well as

evidences of other archaeol ogical resources, clearly merit 24-2.

greatly enhanced protection from vandalism |ooting, and other
kinds  of i mpai rment. This protective managenment will predictably
become increasingly vital as Black Canyon City, Phoenix, and
other cities continue to grow rapidly.

Regarding the proposed -Larry Canyon ACEC, we would
sinmply suggest that it be joined to nearby Perry Mesa ACEC
so that the manageability of that area of ACEC-worthy re-
sources my be sinplified.

Comment Letter No. 24

The BLM's Phoenix District would prepare a Cultural
Resource Project Plan for the Perry Mesa ACEC upon
designation. The BLM would state specific measures
(including  anti-vandalism measures) to protect and
enhance the cultural values on Perry Mesa.

The proposed RMP in this document identifies Larry
Canyon and Perry Mesa as two ACECs. The special
features of each area are so different that each
deserves separate recognition.

S3ISNOdS3H ANV SINIANNOD NILLIHM
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In the context of Alt. C's Perry Mesa ACEC discussion,
we oppose that option that would allow construction of additional
transmission lines so as to visually impair the National
Register Archaeological District. Thus, Alt. B is preferable.

We also support OKV restrictions within all ACECSto exist-
ing readily definable roads. This constraint on ORV travel is
particularly urgent within the Perry Mesa ACEC. In fact, we
urge that, where possible, roads/trails that demonstrably or
probably relate to cultural resource vandalism/looting be closed
within the ACEC or on adjacent lands. cCareful monitoring is,

o f coutse,a fundamental part of enhanced protective management.
We understand that cooperative overflight surveillances of the
Perry Mesa pueblo ruins are periodically carried out; we commend
the Bureau of Land Management for this effort and urge it be
continued, in concert with other kinds of monitoring. Are there
volunteers (private individuals such as local ranchers) who can
become part of a regular monitoring/networking system? We urge
that the RMP/EL1S document be expanded to indicate protective
management of cultural resources in this and other ACECs, RCAs,
and other areas.

We are really pleased with the proposed ACEC designation
of BLM lands within the National Audubon Society's Appleton-~

Whittell Biological Research Sanctuary, and plans to manage
those public lands cooperatively with the Research Ranch.

Regarding the stunningly scenic Baboquivari Peak ACEC, we

hope BLM will in the future be able to expand this area--
possibly through land exchanges, donations of property, or
purchases of lands adjacent to the ACEC in Altar Valley. The

presently proposed section-line boundary along the ACEC's east
side does not provide g4 topographically/hydrologically or ad-
ministratively logical wunit. We hope eventually the ACEC can
be extended eastward a mile or so, bringing in the ecologically
important upper reaches of Sabin” and Brown canyons; and perhaps
extended southward, as well, to include the upper reaches of
Thomas and Weaver canyons. It would be further of great bene-
fit for BLM eventually Lo acquire the Altar Valley ranch lands
all the way eastward to Highway 286, so that the magnificent
panorama of Baboquivari Peak and adjacent summitsof the range
can be permanently protected.

Finally, regarding two of the proposed Special Management

Areas: (1) we fully support BLM/State of Arizona's stare Land
Department’'s efforts, as part of the “Santa Rita Exchange,” to

.eek a” exchange of some 60.000 acres of state trust lands

gut of the Black Canyon Resource Conservation Area and its

two proposed Special Management Areas; and (2) we likewise
support a similar exchange of some 16,000 acres of state

lands out of the area around Lake Pleasant, within the Lake
Pleasant Resource Conservation Area’s Special Management Areas.
The Black Canyon Corridor and Lake Pleasant area are both
highly scenic landscapes, containing outstanding geological,
ecological, and cultural resources. The Hieroglyphic Mountains
area of the Lake Pleasant RCA is a particularly outstanding and
rugged Sonora” Desert landscape which, without special protec-
tive management by the BLM, would be almest surely in the path
of rapidly expanding Phoenix. We only wish there were a way

to add more or even all of the beautiful desert lands stretching
farther west along the north side of Route 74...tc the junction
with Highway 60/89.

As for the Black Canyon RCA, this is an unusually scenic
and ecologically important stretch of country reaching from
the northern end of the Sonoran Desert, northward and onto the
high-desert, Jlavaflow-capped mesa land high above Black Canyon.
We commend BLM for working with the State of Arizona to bring
these public lands all under federal management.

Again, ourthanks for this chance tooffer a few of gur
comments.

Si

RDB/prh RuySsell D. Butcher

cc : b. Dean Bibles
Box 67. Cottonwood, AZ 86326

NOIIYNIGHOOO GNV NOIIMIINSNOD

Southwest-h-California Representative



174

PRESCOTT AUDUBON S5

25 (

ara®

20 April 1988
Arthur E. Tower
Phoeni x Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

The Prescott Audubon Conservation Committee is pleased to
respond to the DRAFT of Resources Management plan &

Envaronrental Inn.g: Statereshsh, Recember 1987, issued by the
Phoenix District Office of the U.S. Bureau of Land

Management.

Position

The Prescott Audubon Society endorses the concept of
“blocking up” the ownership of public lands under the
management of one entity, as set forth in the DRAFT Plan.

In the application of this concept, we further endorse the
proposed establishment of the Black Canyon and the Lake
Pleasant Resource Conservation Areas (RCAsS) as delineated on
Maps 2-S and 2-9, pages 52 and 853 of the DRAFT Plan, except
that we urge:

RCA to thr e®ast of 1-17 to include the lands there which

25|give special scenic value to the portion of 1-17 between
“lINew River and Rock Springs--specifically fromthe first

Interchange® north to the Maricopa County Line;

(2) Location of the southern boundary of the Black Canyon

25 2 RCA et thr north side of Dog Track/Squaw Peak Road instead

of one mil®e north--at least for one-half, and preferably
one rile on each side of 1-17; and,

(1) Extension of the eastern boundary of the Lake Pleasant 25-1.

[ ] art-west wsection |ine south of the Table Mountain 25-2.

Refer to response 17-1.

The southern boundary of the proposed Black Canyon RCA
and the eastern boundary of the proposed Lake Pleasant
RCA have been expanded to include most of the

described land. See maps 2-8 and 2-9 in this document

SIASNOLS3H ANV SINFWWOOD NILLIHM
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(3) Review of the utility corridors proposed 1n the Black
25.3 Canyon RCA to find a route for any additional linel(s) 25.3
- which would neither compromise views from 1[1-17 nor |Intrude ’

archeological sites on Perry Mesa.
Explanation

In urging these modifications, we are looking forward to 1-17
being designated a "Scenic Highway" by the Arizona Department
o f Transportation,acting under ARS 41-412 through 41-518.

Our Conservation Committee is proposing that the Prescott
Audubon Society participate in and support a coalition of
other concerned private and public entities that will 1n the
near future request to designate I-17 a "Scenic Highway"--
probably from the junction of 1-17 and State 74 at the
Carefree/s/Wickenburg Interchange north to the city limits of
Flagstaff. We expect our- participation to be led by
Prescott Audubon Society member Hiram Davis, who has done
substantial groundwork in exploring the 31ss5uUB,

W&Extend Lake Pleasant RCA Eastward

The extension of the Lake Pleasant RCA to encompass the
presently-owned BLM and State lands--traversed by 1-17
between the east-west section line one mile south of the
Table Mountain Interchange and the Maricopa County Line (just
south of Rock Springs)--would insure the survival of one of
the most scenic desert landscapes to be viewed from a major

highway in Arizona.

Though extraordinary views will be retained for travelers on
1-17 by the establishment of the Black Canyon RCA, the desert
portion below the Sunset Rest Stop 15 one of transition--fram
desert to semidesert grassland--in terms of vegetation. In
contrast, the landscape south of Black Canyon City 1s
representative of the true Sonoran Desert_ and especially
noted for 1t many stands of saguaros. Thus the extension of
the Lake Pleasant RCA eastward to assure the survival of this
scenic desert area 1§ surely warranted; 1ti15also
practicable.

Much of the land 1n question 1g already owned by BLMand 15
contiguous with land which the HBLM has marked for retention
1n the proposed Lake Pleasant RCP. In addition, the BLM 158
already planning to retain ownership of sgme land east of the
proposed boundary of the Lake Pleasant RCA 1n order to 1nsure
the continuance of the Black Canyon Hiking and Equestrian

Trail.

The proposed RMP in this document includes the utility

corridors identified in the preferred alternative of

the draft RMP/EIS, Restricting future facilities

parallel the existing corridor along 1-17
environmentally preferred solution.

is the

to

NOULVYNIAHOOO ANV NOLYITNSNOD
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Why GChange Southern Baundary of the Black L‘anyol\'\ RCA

The placing of this boundary approximately one mile north of

the 1-17 Interchange with the Dog Track/Squaw Peak Road, as
proposed in the DRAFT Plan, risks development on the north
side of this Road, and to the north along 1-17, which could
detract significantly from this re-entry/departure point for
the Black Canyon RCA portion of "scenic" [|-17.

Why not forestall an almost certain "distraction problem” for

the Yavapai County Board of Supervisors by setting the
boundary of the Black Canyon RCA approximately one mile
farther south than non planned’? Namely, the north side of
the ROW for the Dog Track/Squaw Peak Road.

This portal” prDtECtiDn, which we feel to be essential, could
probably be accomplished by dropping the present planned
boundary of the Black Canyon RCA to the Doag Track/Squaw Peak
Road far one-half to a mile on each side of 1-17. ODtherwise,
the boundary proposed (per Map Z-24, paqe 72) could probably
remaln unchanged--unless there were cogent reasons to the
contrary.

Why Review Utilit v Corridor

BLM appears to have decided to locate the next transmission
line(s) 1n the Black Canyon RCA in the vicinity of 1-17 (per
page 42 of the DRAFT Plan).

We ask for a review of this decision for the purpose of
finding a location for the next transmission line(s) which
would least 1mpair the scenic-view experience from 1-17 and
yet not intrude significant archaeological sites, such as
those on Perry Mesa.

Concluding Comment

The Prescott Audubon Spociety much appreciates this
opportunity to comment on the DRAFT Plan of December 1987 and
to offer suggestions on this faorward-looking program for the
selective retention of lands under BLM ownership, coupled
with t he acquisition, by exchange. of Jlands owned by the
State of Arizona to round out “resource-conservation areas”
for effective resource management.

We are especially pleased with the applicatian of this
concept to the proposed creation of the Black Canyon REA,
tying between Black Canyon City and Cordes Junction and
bordered on the west by the Prescott National Forest and on
the east by the Prescott and Tontao National Forests.

25

PAS Conservation Committee 4

In this connection, we note, with approval, the proposal

designate

special protection,

"Areas of Critical Environmental Concern” for

the Black Canyon RCA.

We would

concerns addressed here, and would encourage full discussion

urge that full consideration be given to the

to

including Larry Canyon and Perry Mesaln

of these concerns with our Informed Prescott Audubon member:

Hiram Davi §

Box 33085 0 1030 Scott Dr.
Phoenix, Al 85067 Prescott, AZ B8&302
274-2723 445-8583

Thank you

Sincerely,

again for the opportunity to comment.

,/%/ /[é%c

Donn Rawl ingé,

Prescott

Audubon Conservation Committee Co-Chair

S3ISNOJS3H ANV SINIWWOD NILLIHM
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BELL. SELTZER. PARK & GIBSON
A PROFESSIONAL AS30CIATION
ATTORNEYS AT LAw

FatST MTRECAT STBEE T
4 LRaWER 14709
CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA 28234

74 T =

April 25, 1988

EXPRESS MAIL

Mr. Arthur E. Tower

Phoeni x Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Val l ey Road
Phoeni X, Ari zona 85027

Re: Draft Phoeni x RMP/EIS

Dear M. Tower:

I am pl eased to have received fromthe BLMthe draft
Phoeni x Resource Management Plan and Environmentall npact
Stat ement . Pl ease keep ny nane on your mailing list.

My partner (Harry Turner of Tucson) and | own Lots 1-

5 of Section 1, T9s, R6E, Lot 17 of Section 1, T95, R6E, and 26-1

NE 1/4, Sec. 9, T9S, RGE (excepting NE 1/4 NE 1/4 NE 1/4),

all lying within the Silver Bell RCA (ait. c). W present

our remarks hereinbel ow upon two assunptions, nanely: (1) that
our access to our land shall be undim nished under any of the
four proposed alternatives: and (2) that the present and poten-
tial future use of our land shall be undi m ni shed under any

of the four proposed alternatives, as such. If our assunptions
are in any way incorrect, wc call upon the prm to pronptly
so state.

Equi val ent assunptions were stated in ny letter of
Decenber 29, 1986 to M. Tim Sanders of the BLM no response
to which was ever received. I further refer to ny earlier
letter of Decenber 8, 1986, and, as well, to the comments in
my letter to M. Sanders of May 27, 1986.

Turning now to the four alternatives set forth in the
draft RMP/EIS, we consider Alternative D to be conpletely unac-
ceptabl e. The general availability of public land is one of
the main factors which sets Arizona apart from most Ot her
states, and provides resident and visitor alike with a quality

Proposals presented in the draft RMP/EIS and the
proposed RMP/FEIS apply only to BLM-l-administered

land.

NOIIVYNIGHOOD aNY NOIIYIINSNOD
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BELL SELTZER. PARK & GIBSON

Mr. Arthur E. Tower -2- April 25, 1988

of life substantially superior to that found in, for exanple,
west Texas, which we understand to be alnobst entirely privately

owned. L
“f_\‘/' (_\\
Alternative A we find not unacceptable, t\\

al t hough we [ e e o/ KC Bﬁ,/\
understand the benefits to be derived fromefficiencies in - T T e i
managi ng areas which are not so scattered as the current BLM

land pattern. We woul d have no objection if Alternative A
were to be adopted. However, we do agree that either Alternative
B or Alternative Cis to be preferred.

As between Alternative B and Alternative C, we believe
Alternative Cto be slightly better froma public point of
view, since nore BLMIand would be retained, and since, as
we understand it, such |and woul d be |ess "intensively managed"
than under Alternative B. Said another way, we think Alternative
C presents the public with nore land to use recreationally
with nore freedom at sonmewhat |ess cost. Alternative B would,
of course, be acceptable as well.

Substantial l'y, we agree conpletely with the BLM proposal
for continued vehicul ar access on existing roads and trails,
with only the miniml closures envisioned in aid of very
speci al conservation situations. Furt her, we continue to
urge that within the RCA (either Alt. B or alt C), both mining
and grazing activities be mininmzed, if not elimnated.

We ook forward to receiving the final plan and EI' S
as soon as it is issued.

Very truly yours,

/e

JTT:99g
CC. M. Harry E  Turner

S3ISNOJS3H ANV SINIWWOD N3LLIHM
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27-1.

Saginaw Hill, Tucson Mountain Park Extension and
Picacho and Zion reservoirs have been proposed for
transfer to local governments under provisions of the
federal Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PPA).
The Tortolita Mountains parcels would be retained in
public ownership but managed for recreation purposes
under a Cooperative Recreation Management Agreement
with Pima County.
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
3616 W. Thomas, Suite 6
Phoenix, Arizona 85019

April 28, 1988

Memorandun

To: Phoenix Resource Area Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix,
Arizona

From: Field  Supervisor

Subject: Draft Phoenix Resource Area Management Plan (RMP) and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) »~ Comments

The Fish and Wildliife Service (Service) appreciates the opportunity to
review the RMP and EIS for the Phoenix Resource Area, Bureau of Land
Kanagement (BLM) and has the following comments.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Service recognizes that RMPs guide future management actions and are not
designed to provide detalled information regarding specific  actions.
However, the general nature of the information provided in this document
maker the impacts of this maor federa action difficult to assess.
Specifically, State-BLB land trades are occurring and information such as
land ownership is not provided for review use.

29-1.

The 1986 BLM Manual (see 1622.11A) requires that management aress,
objectives and directions be defined in the RMP. The Phoenix RMP defines
only some priority species and habitats but does not state management
objectives or prescriptions for any species or habita. Anayzing the

management prescriptions. To fulfill its function as a guidance document
and to provide adequate opportunity for public comment, the Service believes
that this gMp should clearly state and prioritize management objectives and
prescriptions, particularly for riparian areas, threatened and endangered
species, federaly proposed species, and other important fish and wildlife.

Ye believe that this RMP does not fulfill the responsibility of the BLM

under Section 1 of the Endangered Species Act to consult with the Service on
actions that may beneficidly or adversely affect threatened or endangered
species. Because some decisions regarding alternatives in this document may
affect federdly listed species (page 8), the BLM is required to assess the

consultation. For example, because existing ecological conditions are
expected to change after specid management areas ae designated (page 7).
the BLM should consult with the Service oan decisions regarding boundary

designations in areas containing threatened or endangered Species.

1

impact of this rRMp on these species or habitats is not possible without 29.2

impacts of the action and submit the assessment to the Service for 29-3.

NOLWYNIGHOOO ONV NOILVLINSNOD

As stated on page 20 and illustrated in Figure 2-1, p.
21 of the draft RMP/EIS, when land is identified in an
exchange package, a series of steps are taken before
the actual exchange takes place. These include a
site-specific  environmental assessment and a published
Notice of Realty Action (NORA) which are available for
public review and comment.

The indication that only some priority species were
considered in the draft RMP/EIS is incorrect.

Appendix 8 of the draft lists the species which were
considered for priority treatment and the

Environmental Issues section of Chapter 1 provides the
rationale for giving priority status only to species
significantly affected by proposals in any of the
alternatives chosen for study.

Refer to the General Response to Comments on Section 7
consultation.
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29-3

29-4

29-§

29-6

29-7

29-8

29-9

29-4.

Consultation is also required prior to disposal of land containing any

federally listed species. Additionally, the BLN is required to confer ritb

the Service regarding federal land exchanges yhich involve proposed species

for federal listing. The BLM needs to consult with the Service if the BLN

decides to dispose of Silver Creek, which contains Little Colorado River

spinedace (Lepidomeda yittata) and in the Tucson Mountain Park Extension,

which contains Tumamoc globeberry (Tumamoca macdougallii). Information

presented in this document ix not sufficient for the Service to determine

if listed or proposed species may be affected by the alternativea 29-5

The Service requests that the Bureau of Land Management develop a table or
short narrative to susmarize compliance with the Endangered Species Act,
Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, Firh and Wildlife 2000, and Riparian Area
Management Policy.

BL¥ Riparian policy. rish and Wildlife 2000 and Executive Order 11988 and

11990 need to be evaluated in reference to continued land retention in

federal ownership and those areas where exceptions for disposal are in the

public interest. The Service believes that these policies should be adhered 29-6.
to in land exchanges and boundary designations of Areas of Critical

Environmental Concern (ACEC} and Resource Conservation Areas (RCA).

For Alternatives B and C, management of motorized vehicular travel should be
limited to designated roads and trails in those areas with good desert
tortoise (Gopherus_agassizii) densities. Dirt roads dissect tortoise habitat
and result in decreased torfoise numbers within one mile of the ne¥ road.
In the desert, one cross country route taken by a vehicle can result in a
two-track road or trail. Once this happens this route becomes an existing
road.

Communication Sites at White Tanks and Newman Peak should be dropped or 29-7
permitted with the restriction that no new roads or improvement8 to existing

roads will be allowed. These two areas contain significant tortoise habitat

either at or within the foothills to these ® itea. Allowing additional

development, such as couunication sites, would result in the same negative

impacts associated with new or improved road construction.

Please note that the Little Colorado Rivet spinedace has been lirted as
threatened (52 FR 35034). References to its proposed status on pages 8,
115, 135, 146, 155. 161, and 190 should be changed.

The white Canyon RCA contains a candidate category 1 endangered plant. Ye

support the commitment of BLX to consolidate land in this aea Ve prefer 29-a.
the boundary designation of Alternative B, which encompasses more known and

potential habitat of this plant than Alternative C.

The section on Management Guidance Common to All
Alternatives in the draft RMP/EIS and the General
Management Guidance Section in this document address
compliance with the provision8 of the Endanaered
Species Act, including consultation with the Fish and
Wildlife Service,

Refer also to the General Response to Comments in this
document.

All applicable laws, executive orders, regulations and
directives are considered when evaluating whether BLM
land exchanges are in the public interest.

Refer also to the General Response to Comments on
Management Guidance.

Monitoring of tortoise populations would identify
impaots to desert tortoises caused by vehicular
travel. Appropriate measures would be taken to
protect tortoise in impacted areas. The measures may
include designating or closing roads.

No new roads are anticipated to service the White Tank
Mountains communication site. There are presently Nno
roads servicing the Newman Peak site and none would be
allowed under the proposed RMP. See Table 2-4 in this
document under management actions for Picacho
Mountains Desert Tortoise Management Area. The road
closure proposals in the draft's preferred alternative
for the Picacho Mountains Tortoise Management Area
have been adopted in the Proposed RMP.

The proposed RMP and final EIS acknowledges the recent
federal listing of the Little Colorado spinedace as
threatened.

Refer to response 22-1.
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29-10

29-1

29-12

29-13

29-14

29-15

The Service strongly supports the designation of the Appleton-lihittal,
Baboquivari Mountains, ¥hite Canyon, Perry Mesa, Larry Canyon, Tanner Bill,
end Waterman Mountains ACECs. In regard to the Waterman Mountains and
Tanner Wash ACECs, we rupport the boundary designations given in Alternative
C, because this alternative includes more known apd potential habitat than
Alternative B, The Service encourages the efforts of gL to acquire State
lands within the Waterman Mountains ACEC (T12S, R9E. Section 32), because
thir area contains an endangered plant species. Ye request that the Perry
Mesa and Larry Canyon ACEC be expanded to include T10N, R3E, (SE 1/4 of
Section 9), Sections 10, 11, and 12. In these sections, Silver Creek has a
well developed cienega bordered by deciduous broadleaf forest. Protecting
this ripacian Area would be in consonance with BLM Riparian Policy and
Executive Orders 11988 end 11990.

The Service supports the designation of the Black Canyon RCA but requests a
nodification of the proposed boundary. This RCA should include T11N, R2E,
Section 22, B1/2, and Section 27, E1/2, and Section 34, E1/2. The creek in

these sections her above-ground water and a well developed riparian area.

The Service requests that BLN consider acquisition of two sections of land
near the Tanner Wash ACEC. The sections (T18N, R21E, Sections 11 and 15)
contain a candidate category 1 endangered plant and could be managed as part
of tbe Tanner Wash ACEC.

SPECIFIC C

Page 28, Table 2-4: The Silverbell Desert Bighorn Sheep Management Area
should also be designated as a desert tortoisc management area. Management
goals rhould include improving habitat conditions for and populations of
desert tortoises. Planned actions should limit motorized vehicles to
designated roads and trrils. Motorized vehicle access should be closed in
those areas with good tortoire numbers 050 per square mile), Planned
actions should include determining the statue of the desert tortoise
population in this area end developing an appropriate management plan.

Page 28, Table 2-4: The Service strongly supports designation of the Picacho
Nountains Desert Tortoise Management Area. However, we recommend that the
management goals be changed to improve existing desert tortoise
populations.  This management would require routine monitoring of this
population for “statue and trend.” Planned actions are excellent and
should be carried through as a priority. Please note that this area is
probably too small to protect a viable population as aost of the tortoire
habitat is on State lands. Ye recommend that BLM pursue acquisition Of

adjacent habitat with the §tate of Arizona

Page 31, Issue 5 - Recreation Management: Whem preparing the activity plan
for the Hells Canyon Recreation Management Area, BLN should develop the plan
| to minimize or avoid impacts to the desert tortoise and Arizona skink

3

29-10.

29-11.

29-12.

29-13.

29-14.

29-15.

Refer to response 22-4.

These areas are within the proposed boundaries of the
Black Canyon Resource Conservation Area (RCA) as
identified in Alternatives B and C of the draft
RMP/EIS and are included within the boundaries of the
RCA in the proposed RMP.

Only private land within the identified Resource
Conservation Areas is identified for possible
acquisition by exchange in the proposed RMP. Any
private exchanges would be considered if the proposal
is initiated by the private landowners.

Refer to responses 18-6 and 29-6.

Refer to response 18-7.

All relevant environmental issues will be considered
when developing activity plans for specific areas.
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(Eumeces gilberti arizonensis). Motorized vehicles should be limited to
designated roads and trals.

The Tortolita and Sawtooth Mountains have been identified as important aress
for intensive recreation uses., Botb aess provide babitat for tortoises,
29..]5 | possibly in high numbers. In planning and managing these Cooperative
Recreation Management Areas (CRMA), the population status of the tortoise
should be determined first, and then followed by development of recreation
management plans that limit or avoid adverse impacts to the tortoise and its
habitat. Some of the area within the Lake Pleasant CRM aso contains
suitable babitat for tbe desert tortoise.

29-[6'Page 116, Map 3-4A: Desert tortoise habitat is not shorn on this map

Page 147, Desert Tortoises General figures on habitat acquisition and
disposal for the desert tortoiae are presented, but information is lacking
on where thess parceds ae located, xhetber they are adjacent to existing
29.17 tortoise habitat on BLM land, and whether the acquired and disposed of lands
= would result in blocking up tortoise babitat for effective management or
scattering habitat ownership. The latter should be avoided to maximize the
protection of the tortoise. Also, the impacts associated with land
ownership patterns to tbe desert tortoise should be addressed in this RIP.

This section states that Silver Bell Mountains and Donnelly Nash-Grayback
area would be managed to maintain habitat capability for the desert

tortoise. This management goal should be identified on pages 2829 under
29-18 the appropriate Specia Nanagement Aress (SMA) and activity plans should be
developed to enhance desert tortoise habitat. This described benefit to the
desert tortoise is not indicated in the management goas for these two SMAs.

The designation of the communication sites in the Picacho Mountains could
impact desert tortoise populations if access to these sites is provided by

29-19 constructing new roads or IMProving existing roads. These roadways will
|pass through tortoise habitat a the lover elevations.

The conclusions presented on the effects of Alternative B seem unclear and
are not substantiated by the information provided. For example
information is lacking on the status of the desert tortoise on lands
identified for disposal and for acquisition. Therefore, BLE may not be able
29-20] to condlude the extent of impacts to this species. Ye request that BLN
provide this information and or, if this is not possble, include a worst
case analysis. Ye bdieve that the RMP draft EIS does not anayze
mitigation measures in  sufficient detall to . determine the effectiveness of
eech of these peasures for the deset tortoise.

29-16.

29-17.

29-18.

29-19.

29-20.

The desert tortoise distribution map in the draft
RMP/EIS indicates only known important habitat in the
resource area, as stated on page 117 of the draft.
The Tortolita Mountains important habitat was
inadvertently left off the map, but was included in
the discussion of important desert tortoise areas.

Where appropriate, the desert tortoise is considered
in every environmental assessment completed prior to

all land exchanges.

Refer also to response 29-I.

Activity plans developed for areas within desert
tortoise habitat would consider the affect the actions
would have on the capability of the habitat to support
tortoises.

Refer to responses 29-6 and 29-7.

The information on page 147 of the draft RMP/EIS
provides the status of known important tortoise
habitat on land identified for disposal and
acquisition.

Refer also to comments 29-1 and 29-17.
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29-2|

29-22

29-23

Page 155, Desert Tortoise: Our comments on this section are the sape &
those mentioned above referring to page 147. Data need to be presented that
document the overal numbers of tortoises on BLW land in the Picacho
Mountains and to substantiate the overal long term stability of this
species in the Picacho Mountains.

Again the conclusion presented on wmaintaining the viability of the Picacho
Nountain and other populations in the RKP area is unsubstantiated based on
the information presented in this RMP draft EIS. Please provide adequate
information to support this conclusion or present a worst case anaysis in
the RMp draft BIs.

Page 163, Mitigating Measures: The Service does not concur with this

approach of deferring the development of mitigation mweasures until specific

projects are developed. Generally, when specific projects are developed by

BLM and an environmental assessment prepared, these environmental documents

ae generated and approved in-house with little or no review by the Service. 29-21.
Also, development of mitigation measures gp a project by project basis may

fal to consider the cumulative impacts of such actions.

29-22.
Page 190, Appendix B: The jaguar and ocelot should be considered throughout
the RMP draft EIS analysis and recovery plan goasobjectives should be
included where appropriate for BLM to perform. Historic habitat is located
near the Baboquivari Mountains. Recent sightings of jaguars have been nade
in this area.
29-23,

Page 198. Appendix 12: This document lacks a Resource Monitoring and

Evaluation Plan for Alternative C.

Page 198, Appendix 12, Desert Tortoises The Service recommends that that
this section include a definition of crucial habitat including criteria to
be used in making this determination, and criteria used to determine a
“significant decrease of habitat capability” and “significant  population
changes. * Be aso request that the information obtained from line transects
on relative densities and habitat condition monitoring be provided to this
office ags soon as it is available. The Service would like to offer our
assistance in jgplementing these monitoring measures.

SUMMARY C

The Service supports preferred Alternative B with our suggested
nodifications. Ye believe that Alternaive B with these modifications
maximizes resource benefits to threstened and endangered Species,

tortoise concerns, and riparian fish and wildlife resources, The Service
would like to assist BLM in the development of the above-listed management
plans that affect candidate, proposed, and listed species.

Again, the Service appreciates the opportunity to review and provide
comments on the subject draft RMP and BIS. |If we can be of further
[ ] rristance, please contact Mr. Sue Rutman Or se (Telephone:  602/261-4720).

Sam F.

Refer to the General Response to comments.

The BLM's Phoenix District has no information
indicating that public land in the Phoenix Resource
Area is used or occupied by jaguars or ocelots.

All the areas and values which would be monitored
under Alternative C in the draft RMP/EIS§ are included
in the monitoring schedule listed for Alternative B.
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ASARCO

RAY UNIT
RICHARD W BANGHART
GENERAL MANAGER
OWEN D MILLER

CONTROLLER

30-1

April 27, 1988

Mr. Arthur E. Tower

Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Dear Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

ASARCO Incorporated’'s Ray Unit submits the following comments on the
Bureau of Land Management’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Phoenix Resource Management Plan.

Our comments specifically address the  white canyon Resource
Conservation Area which contains ASARCO's Ray Mine and the Copper Butte and
Buckeye properties. The Ray Mine employs 480 people and produced
107,700 tons of copper in 1987, valued at $128,600,000,

ASARCO Ray Unit supports Alternative A. (no action) for the White
Canyon Area. We oppose the BLM's preferred Alternative B for the following

reasons:

The proposed White Canyon Resource Conservation Area contains know”
mineral deposits which are important to the economy of Pinal County
and  Arizona. In addition to the millions of dollars we paid in wages,
sales taxes and metal values taxes in 1987, we paid $!,699,000 to
Pinal county for property tax. We note on page 93 that the BLM paid
$386,068 to Pinal County in lieu of taxes in 1986. #ASARCO's tax
dollars are real in contrast to in-lieu payments which are tax dollars
to begin with.

2. Besides the Ray deposit, ASARCO has delineated copper deposits at
Copper Buttes (22,000,000 tons averaging 1.09 % copper) and Buckeye
(20,000,000 tons averaging .65 % copper). The proposed White Canyon
ACEC (page 62) under both alternatives Band C would restrict
exploration for, and development of, the area's copper resources.
Closing the road in Sections 23 and 24, Township 3 South, Range 12
East would deny ASARCO access to its mining claims. This road Is the
only maintainable route to the mineral rich area north of the Gila
River between Riverside and Cochran.

ASARCO INCORPORATED RAY UNIT
PO BOX 8 HAYDEN A2 85235 1602y 2 "81%

18/88/50

30-I.

The establishment of White Canyon ACEC would have
little impact on ASARCO mining operations in the area
or within the ACEC. No prescriptions are proposed
closing the area to mineral entry. Under the mining
law, the BLM cannot deny access to ASARCO’'s mining
claims or prevent ongoing exploration and development
programs. Necessary access routes would be
constructed to minimize or avoid impacts to White
Canyon’s riparian, wildlife and scenic resources.
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Mr.

Arthur E. Tower -2- April 27, 1988

The Federal Government has title to less than half (46.9%) of the
total 330,770 acres in the proposed White Canyon Resource Conservation
Area (page 23). Private interests and the state own 53.1X of the
area. Federal, state, and private lands are intermingled which {s not
conducive to a single interest area management concept such as
Alternative B, This point is best made by referring to the Phoenix
District land status map where we note that the largest contiguous
blocl< of BLM land in the 516 square mile resource area is the
24~square mile parcel in the extreme southwest corner.

Also, referring to this same map, the BLM failed to show 34 square
miles of Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals which bisect the area from
Ashurst-Hayden Dam to Riverside along the Gila River. These
withdrawals are associated with the proposed Buttes Dam and include
the Middle Gila River Project (ARD17239), the San Carlos Indian
Irrigation Project (PLOl4l), Power site (CL438), the Buttes Dam and
Reservoir site (PLO5316) and reclamation application (A6264), Prior
to building Buttes Dam, the railroad would have to be relocated as
would private landowners that live in the path of the proposed lake.
These withdrawals are included in two proposed Special Management
Areas (SMA's) designated as the Middle Gila River Cultural Resources
Management Area and the Gila River Riparian Management Area. On
page 27, the BLM admits that implementation of these §MA'g could only
be done with the cooperation of the agency that manages the
withdrawals. In other words, the BLM does not now have management
authority over these lands which again supports our comment (No. 3)
above.

Lastly, the Alternative C boundary of the White Canyon Management Area
would be enlarged by the addition of 64 square miles of land under
Alternative B (p, 51), This proposal makes little sense co us as less
than two square miles of this land is BLM land: the remaining 62
square miles is state and private land,

‘In summary, ASARCO feels that Alternative B {s an unworkable

management plan for the proposed White Canyon Resource Conservation Area and
asks that Alternative A (multiple use) be adopted for this important mineral
rich area.

Sincerely,

Pl A Ao

N. A. Gambell
Technical Services
Administrator

NOILVYNIGHOQCD ANV NOILVYIINSNOD
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Pima County Open Space Committec
c/o Whittell Trust
300 E. University, #221
Tucson, AZ 85705

28 April 1988

Arthur E. Tower

Phoenix Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, AZ 85027

RE: Comments on the Phoenix Resource Area Dratt RMP/ETS

Dear Mr. Tower:

The Pima County Open Space Committee is in the final stages of preparing a long-term
open space plan for eastern Pima County. Many of the open space protection ideas
formulated by the committee rely on the continued open space character of Burcau of
Land Management property in Pima County.

The proposed Baboguivari and Silverbell Resource Conservation Arcas arce important to
Pima County's long-term open space needs. The Tortolita Mountains Cooperative
Recreation Management Area is also important as is the lease to Pima County of the
BIM parcels in the Tucson Mountains ad jacent Lo and near Tucson Mountain Park and
Saguaro National Monument .

The continued protection of the open space character of BIM parcels within the
outlying mountain ranges of Pima County such as the Las Guijas and Sierrita
Mountains is needed to meet the [uture open space/recrcation needs of an increasing
pepulation in these outlying areas twenty or thirty years from now. A BIM exchange
for State lLands in the Cerro Colorado Mountains to establish a core arca of federal
control would be very useful for these same reasons., Clearly, having these sites
remain in Bureau of Land Management ownership versus State or private ownership
greatly enhances their permancent open space quality, whether for recreation use,
asethetic values, etc.

Recognizing that BIM has a limited amount of trade land available to structure the
RCA's outlined in your plan, portions of the boundary of the Sitverbell RCA could be

set back to ensure that the relatively small acreages ot other core mountain arecas 31-1

are retained in or transferred to BIM ownership. This is a small trade-off now lor
what would be of considerable value in later years when open space/recreat ional
needs in the vicinity of areas such as the Sierrita and las Guijas Mountains are
dealt with in final detail. The crucial role BIM has played in the formation o
Tucson Mountain Park and Tortolita County Park will be just as essential in these
outlying areas some day. Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely yours,
WL/«M/SZJ?\
William G. Roe, Chairman

IPima County Open Space Committee

The BLM's long-term management goals are to
consolidate public land ownership in the Baboquivari

and Silver Bell Resource Conservation

Areas. Land

identified as possessing important resource values

(wildlife, plant, riparian, recreation

or scenic)

would have a high acquisition priority. Such land

near the core mountainous areas named

in the comment.

is
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Brand Cany¥h 2tidhter . Arizona

PALO VERDE GROUP

7102 E. Oak St. #8
Scottsdale, Arizona 85297
April 27, 1988

Mr. Arthur Tower

Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

The Palo Verde Group Conservation Comnittee has reviewed the draft Resource
Management Plan and EIS for the Phoenix Resource Area. Wc would like to submit
these brief comments for the public record.

WE are genecrally in agreement with the BIM's goals and proposed actions gs
expressed in this document. The blocking up of RBiM holdings within selected arecas
of high scenic, recreational, biotic, and cultural values is an especially wise
move which will have a beneficial effect on public land management for many years
to come. The creation of several Areas or Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC's)
is also to be applauded, indicating that the BLM is ready to not merely manage but
to aggressively defend the unique and sensitive places under it's ¢are,

In general, we prefer Alternative C to the preferred alternative B because it 32-1.

places larger arecas within the various protective categories. The Perry Mesa and
White Canyon ACEC's are significantly expanded under Alternative C, as are the
Baboquivari, Silver Bell, and Tanner Wash Resgurce Conservation Areas (RCA'S).
But we cannot support Alt. C in it's entirety because it also reduces the size

of the White Canyon RCA and designates zn additional utility corridor right through
the sensitive archeological zgnes on Perry Mesa.  Wc oppose both moves, and find
It regrettable that Alt. ¢ mixes proposals to enhance protection of the environment
with other proposals that tend to undermine it. We ,re also concerned about the
change in status for the Picacho Mountains under Alt. C, from an RCA to g CRMA
(Cooperative Recreation Management Area), We believe that management for the
Picachos should benefit desert tortoise populations and maintain the existing
wilderness  values. 1Intensive recreational use oy development should not gecur

if it will interfere with those primary goals.

lie strongly support the proposed restriction of ORV use throughout the Resource
Area to existing roads and trails, and we encourage you to develop educational and

enforcement programs which will help transform this proposal to an effective
reality.

The proposed RMP recommends that the utility corridor
in the Black Canyon area should follow the draft
RMP/EIS Alternative B placement, primarily to reduce
visual impacts caused by new development.

The status of the Picacho Mountains in the proposed
RMP would be as described in Alternative B of the
draft RMP/EIS except that additional state land would
be identified for acquisition and, upon acquisition,
become part of the RCA and desert tortoise management
area.

NOILYNIGHOOD OGNV NOUVITINSNOD
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We also support Recreation Management Area designations for Hell's Canyon and

the Coyote Mountains pending any Congrfssional action on a BIM wilderness bill.
These are both important scenic and recreational areas close to major metropolitan
zones, and special management focusing on those values in entirely appropriate.

White Canyon is an area ¢f special interest to many of our members. While we

were happy to sce the proposed ACEC status under the preferred alternative, the
boundaries and size of the proposed unit ar¢ entirely inadequate. ‘The expanded
unit under Alternative C is preferable in every way and has our enthusiastic
support. We also urge you to recognize that there is an equal (possibly greater)
amount of acreage in the Tonto National Forest, immediately north of the BLM
holdings, which also contains important riparian habitat, cultural resources,

and wilderness characteristics in upper White Canyon and in adjacent Wood Canyon.
The BIM/National Forest boundary cuts arbitrarily through the center of this
splendid natural area. We believe that a cooperative management approach is called
for, with both agenciecs aware of the extent and quality of the area's resources and
working together to protect them.

‘Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft RMP/EIS

Sincerely,

T //1/4?/1?5
Tom Wright, Conservation Chairman

Palo Verde Group
Sierra Club

32-2.

The proposed RMP recommends adoption of the draft's
preferred alternative (Alternative B) boundaries for
the White Canyon ACEC as the most feasible ACEC
management unit considering other multiple uses of the
area. The BLM would cooperate fully with the Forest
Service when developing an activity plan for the area.
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United States Department of the Interior

NATI ONAL  PARK SERVI CE

WESTERN REG ON
450 QOLDEN GATE AVENUE,BOX | 606,
SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA 94102

g

DES 88/0002
L7617 (WR~-RP)

April 19, 1988

Memor andum

To: Manager , Phoeni x Resource Area, Bureau of Land
Management
Director,

From .0 Regi onal Véstern Regi on

Subj ect : Review Comments on the Draft
Managenent Plan and
Phoeni x,

Phoeni x  Resource
Envi r onnent al | npact St at enent,
Arizona (DES 88/0002)

W have conpleted our review of the Bureau of Land Mnagenent's
Draft Phoeni x Resour ce Managenent
Statenent and have the following coments.

1. The boundaries shown for Saguaro National Monunent  need
adjustment on the BLM’s South GCentral Portion Map. I naccur aci es
remain despite discussions in 1986 with BLM staff to nmnake

changes. Maps are enclosed to show the necessary changes for

both districts. For Tucson Mbountain Udit, the National Park
Service landownership and admnistrative boundary are larger t han
indicated by BLM. A the Rncon Muntain Uit, the US  Forest
Service boundary shown within the Monument does not exist now.

W are also including a map to show the correct boundary for

Cor onado Nat i onal Menori al . A though the Mnorial is not

directly affected by the Phoenix Resource Mnagenent Plan, this
information will help the BLM correct Coronado's boundary on its
South Central Portion  Map.

2. There are two parcels of BIM land next to the Tucson Muntain
Unit, Saguaro  National Monunent , t hat interest us. The BLM has
designated these scattered parcels for di sposal possibly  through
exchange. Either State or private ownership could result in uses
that mght be detrinental to the Mnurent's resources. One

parcel (T. 13 S, R 11 E, N 1/4, Sec. 29) contains and

endanger ed plant, the Tumanmoc globeberry, and the second parcel

(T. 13 S, R 12 E, SE 1/4, Sec 9) is an area of local

controversy  about m ner al entry.

Pl an/ Envi r onrent al | npact 33-].

The South Central Portion map reflects our
understanding of the National Park Service (NPS)
boundaries of land under NPS ownership in 1986. The
NPS map shows the park boundary limits established by
Congress, within which the NPS would attempt to
acquire any non-public land.

The U.S. Forest Service boundaries shown within the
Rincon Mountain unit and the incorrect Coronado
National Memorial boundary are errors reflected in the
base map used to develop the three BLM maps.

Maps printed in the future will reflect the
NPS-suggested changes for all three areas,

NOILYNIGHOOD ANY NOLVEIINSNOD
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We would like to have these two parcels transferred to the
Nat i onal Park  Service, an action that is endorsed by
envi ronnent al groups. In the past, BILM has generously

transferred sone adjacent parcels to Saguaro National Mnunent. 33-2

Your consideration of another transaction would be appreciated.

In summary, we conmend the Bureau of Land Managenent's efforts to
consol i date | andownership and create Resource Conservation Areas,

which will allow the agency to have nore nanageable units. If
you have any questions about these comments, please contact Jim
Laney, General Superintendent, Southern Arizona G oup, at

FTS  261-4959

Sincersely,

I b o\t

i

Stanley T. Albright
Regi onal Director, Western Region

Encl osures 3

In the proposed

RMP

t hese

parcel s

have been

for retention in public ownership pending

Congr essi onal
boundari es.

action

Blue

to

Grama

expand

t he

monunent' s

identified
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ROSE MOFFORD, (rovernor 3 4

( ammiiisoners
LARRY D ADAMS, Bulihead Cay. Chaman
FRANCES W WERNER, Tucson
THOMAS G WOQOS, JR . Pnoenix
PHILLIP W ASHCROFT. Eagar
GORDON K WHITING, Kiondyke

Dirsitor f
TEMPLE A REYNOLDS r
Deputy Divwctor ’ (
DUANE L SHROUFE

2222 What Prosuay Ront  Possin. Aigona 85023 9423000

April 29, 1988

M. Arthur E  Tower

Area  Manager

Phoeni x Resource Area

Bur eau of Land Managemnent
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoeni x, Arizona 85027

Dear M. Tower:

The Arizona Gane and Fish Departnment has reviewed the draft
Phoeni x Resource Managenment Plan (RMP) and Environnental | npact
Statement (EIS), and we respectfully provide the followng
comments -

The RWP document, as we understand, replaces the three Managenent
Framework Pl ans (MFPs) which preceded this process. W al so note
that the RMp is intended to nmeet the requirements of the Federal
Land Policy and Managerment Act (FLPMA)., It is the Department's
34 |belief that the document |acks enough detail to neet FLPMA
guidelines for wildlife resources. The previous MFPs contained
specific standards and guidelines to attain wildlife resource
obj ecti ves. The current RWP docunent is conpletely lacking in
simlar content.

We believe a primary issue relative to this draft RW is Land
Tenure Adjustment. The alternatives considered within the RMP do
not present any options for this issue.  Therefore,  we believe
the four alternatives considered do not meet Nati onal
Environment al Policy  Act (NEPA) requirenents. Though
alternatives A and D provide extreme baseline conparisons (no

action and total disposal alternatives), alternatives B and C
34 reflect little subst antive difference i n | and management
deci si ons. The consequences of addressing planning issues (i.e.
land tenure adjustnents) in dissimlar ways is not addressed, as
required under  NEPA. Di scounting alternatives which retain |ands
in Apache and Navajo counties, because of potentially conplex
| and trades needed to block up |ands (page 4l), does not appear
justified, when conpared to recent BLM | and exchanges.

The guidelines for |and disposal provided for in FLPVA are cited
numerous times  throughout the docunent--tracts difficult and
uneconomical to manage. However , wth the exception of
unpatented mining clains (page 1%) there is little mention of

ARIZONA DAME & FISH DEPARTMENT

34-1.

34-2.

The RMP does replace older MFPs. However, as stated
on page 1 of the draft RMP, "MFP decisions that still
have merit are being carried forward and are
incorporated into this RMP.”

Refer also to the General Response to comments.

An option for retaining land in Apache and Navajo
Counties and the consequent impact on resolving the
land tenure adjustment issue 18 analyzed in
Alternative A of the draft RMP/EIS. As discussed on
page 41 of the draft RMP/EIS, other’altematlves which
would create public land blocks in the two counties
through exchanges were also considered

S3ISNOLS3H ANV SINIWWOD NILLIHM
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34.

34.

those policies relative to retention of Ilands in

public
ownership, where endangered species and high natural
resource/wildlife values are present. Further, though
checkerboard lands may present inefficient land management (page
125), they may still provide effective land management. When
significant resource values are present (i.e. Little Colorado
River  spinedace; paperspined cactus; potential black-footed
ferret occurrence/reintroduction sites; high-value ronghorn

habitat), even inefficient land management is preferable to

no
lands in federal management.

Though blocking up lands in Apache and Navajo counties does not
appear feasible, at this time, retaining those checkerboard
tracts with the highest resource values, now, may lead to future
opportunities. The first sentence on page 164 provides the logic

and summary  for these arguments, but from the opposite
perspective. Changing only one word and adding two defines the
issue..."therefore, over the short term, Iland retention

‘ _ retention may
negatively impact some resource (BLM efficient management) that

over the long term other resources (wildlife) would be greatly
benefited”. We again suggest that the Bureau consider an
alternative which would allow for blocking up or consolidating of

highest resource value public lands in Navajo and Apache
counties.

‘'Further, a prime example of where the Bureau did not consider the
‘true impact of land consolidation favoring State land and private
ownership is in the assessment of the Preferred Alternative (B),
and others, as it relates to impact on pronghorn habitat. It is
stated in several places that BLM administration of pronghorn
habitat accounts for only seven percent of the total habitat in
the assessment area (pages 117 and 148), and the environmental
consequences conclusion for pronghorn states that only "two
percent of the total habitat in Apache and Navajo counties would
eventually be abandoned as a result of subdivision development”
(page 148). This, in our opinion, grossly underestimates the
impact of this proposed liquidation of public lands in the
area. The Department’'s Geographic Information System (GIS)
records indicate that BLM administration of pronghorn range in
the project area (Units 2a, 2B, 2C, 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, less USFS
lands) accounts for 10 percent, State Trust 28.2 percent, and
private 56.8 percent. It is greatly feared that the loss of this
10 percent of BLM-administered pronghorn habitat will facilitate
the future development in the area, if not short term, then long
term. Not only will this 10 percent loss of public pronghorn
habitat represent a potential loss of habitat, but Ear greater
than two percent of the total ownership will be potentially lost
to future development. As is, the current land ownership
patterns serve as somewhat of a deterrent to development and

ensure some Kkind of maintenance of open space.

34-3.

34-4.

Impacts to all the resource values mentioned in the
comment were analyzed in all alternatives. Refer to
Chapter 4 of the draft RMP/EIS.

Alternatives for consolidating public land in Apache
and Navajo Counties were considered but not carried

forward for the reasons stated on page 41 of the draft
RMP/EIS.

The Department’s GIS record made available to the BLM
shows 100,000 more public acres in the two counties
than actually exist. In any case, it was the
conclusion of the planning team that only a small
portion of the exchanged public land would be
developed in the long term and that the vast majority
would continue to provide habitat for wildlife,
including pronghorn.
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34-5

34

Additionally, the lack of recognition of the resource valuc
within Apache and Navajo counties (page 23) 1sclearly in
error. For instance, the draft RMP appears to discount the value
of the pronghorn habitat in Apache and Navajo counties which
supports low or lower densities, accounting for 93 percent of the
habitat (page 117). This habitat, despite low densities, still
represents important habitat for pronghorn, even on a statewide
scale. It must be emphasized that the density classes represent
averages for relatively large acreages, and that considerable
pronghorn populations inhabit these areas, though in a non-

uniform distribution. The fact that resource values are
discounted over much of the RMP area is further illustrated by
the statement that “All disposal lies outside the RCAs (Resource
Conservation Areas). The land is mostly scattered parcels
exhibiting few or low natural resource values” (page 23). It has

been the Department’'s contention that this is not the case, as
the lands in Apache and Navajo counties hold considerable value
for pronghorn, nongame (e.g. Ferruginous hawk), and T&E species

(e.g. paperspine cactus). Yet another example of how the
potential resource values of lands here have been discounted is
evident on page 11, where it is stated that the “inventory

conducted by the BLM and AG&FD has not identified any occupied
(black-footed ferrett) areas or areas considered to be potential

habitat (i.e. the presence of large prairie dog  town
complexes), " This survey is just now being completed, and
numerous large prairie dog town complexes have indeed been
located throughout the area. The PA would certainly preclude

consideration of future potential habitat designation for black-
footed fecrett.

Additional comments/information on species of special concern
follow:

Desert Tortoise

The designation of a Special Management Area for management of
desert tortoise and the development of an activity plan is an
excellent approach for addressing tortoise issues. However, the
Picacho Mountain SMA is too small and does not include important
habitat on the adjacent lower mountain slopes and bajada. To
insure long-term tortoise populations, BLM should direct its
efforts toward the special management of greater acreage. This
can be accomplished by seeking acquisition of the state land
surrounding the Picacho Mountains and/or by placing special
management designation on a larger block of contiguous BLM
tortoise habitat. Including the desert tortoise as part of the
Silver Bell Bighorn Sheep Management Area would be compatible
with the goals for that area.

34-5.

34-6.

It was not the BLM's intent to indicate that low
resource values equate to no resource values on land
outside the proposed RCAs. No resource value was
discounted during the development of the draft RMP/EIS.

The paperspined cactus is not a threatened or
endangered species.

The results of the black-footed ferret inventory were
not available to the ELM before the draft RMP/EIS was
printed. The completed inventory identified 13
prairie dog towns meeting the criteria for potential
black-footed ferret use. None of the towns was found
to be occupied by ferrets.

Refer to responses 18-6 and 18-7.
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Little Colorado River Spinedace

Disposing of any properties which provide habitat for a listed
threatened species must be carefully scrutinized. The fact that

BLM currently administers the only federal lands on Silver Creek
increases the priority for maintaining federal presence along the
creek. This presence provides the only opportunity to maintain
the population that currently exists in Silver Creek. To abandon

34-7 these properties, based on the supposition that the Silver Creek

34-8

34-9

34-10

34|

population will sooner or later be lost anyway (page 1461, is
derelict in BLM's responsibilities as imposed under the
Endangered Species Act, and by BLM's internal policies. 1
addition, on the maps provided, public lands are indicated along
the Little Colorado River in the vicinity of Woodruff. This is
documented spinedace habitat, yet there is no mention of these
lands in discussions on this fish.

Paperspined  Cactus

Eliminating this special status species entirely from BLM
management, through land tenure adjustments, should not occur.
Retaining lands which include shared habitat values Eor this

species with pronghorn is encouraged (i.e. the area between State
Routes 77 and 377).

Tanner Wash ACEC

Expanding the boundaries of the Tanner Wash ACEC in the preferred
alternative, to reflect the boundaries in Alternative C, would
include additional potential habitat for the endangered Peebles
Navajo cactus. Given the rarity and difficulty of accurately
surveying for this species, BLM should consider all available
opt ions.

Waterman Mountain ACEC

Potential habitat for Tumamoc globeberry and Thornber fishhook
cactus would be included within this ACEC, if the boundaries
would reflect that in Alternative C. Documented occurrences of
both species are within similar habitat from only a few miles
from the expanded ACEC boundary.

In conclusion, the Department recognizes a major deficiency in
the draft RMP/EIS in the land tenure adjustment issue. We
recommend that the BLM give further consideration to a”
alternative for this issue, which addresses the high natural
resource/wildlife values present in Navajo and Apache counties,
and which can address BLM's objective for pronghorn management
“to increase the capability of public land habitat to support
pronghorn” and to ensure protection of other valuable resources,
such as, the paperspined cactus.

34-7.

34-8.

34-9.

34-10.

34-11.

The public land parcels near Woodruff are not listed
by USFWS as being within the habitat area covered
under the listing of Little Colorado River spinedace.

Refer also to response 22-3.

Ongoing research and inventory as well as a USFWS
status survey for the species indicate that this
cactus has relatively stable, federally protected
populations in New Mexico which do not require listing
as threatened or endangered. Recent inventory
indicates that the paperspined cactus occurs in
densities of up to 900 plants per square mile in
portions of its habitat in Arizona. The known range
of the plant in the RMP area covers approximately 720
square miles in Navajo County. Land use and
development patterns in Navajo County would likely
remain unchanged over most of this habitat regardless
of ownership, with livestock grazing as the
predominate use. Exchanges within the cactus’ habitat
would not be expected to affect the federal listing
status of the species.

In the proposed RMP the boundary of the proposed
Tanner Wash ACEC has been revised to include not only
all known populations of the Peebles Navajo cactus but
also the potential habitat thought necessary for
eventual recovery of the species. See map 2-18 in
this  document.

Potential habitat for Tumamoc globeberry and Thomber
fishhook cactus is found throughout the proposed
Silver Bell Resource Conservation Area. No additional
protection for these species would result by adopting
the draft RMP/EIS Alternative C boundaries for the
ACEC.

Refer to response 34-2.
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One particular planning methodology proposed in this draft RMP,
which is unique to BLM's current RMP planning effort, is the
resource conservation area (RCA). The Department supports this
effort to subdivide RMP areas into smaller, more manageable
blocks, where sgpecific resource issues or resource values can be
emphasized and enhanced in the long term.

The Department recognizes the major effort that went into the
development of this draft RMP/EIS, and appreciates the
opportunities that we have had to review and provide comment. A
separate list of comments specific to the draft document is
attached.

Sincerely, ~ /

S S 2y

Duane L. Shroufe
Deputy Director

Arizona Game and Fish Department
Specific Comments on Draft RMP/EIS

Page 21, Figure 2-1, BLM Land Exchange Process

34.12 The RMP fails to discuss the Notices of Realty Action (NORA}
= currently being processed by Phoenix District.

Page 24, Issue 2, Alternative B

We recommend adding a sentence to specifically prohibit the
34-|3 development of a road to the Newman Peak communications site;
| access could be by helicopter.

Page 26, Table 2-3

Under the Appleton-Whittell ACEC, the implication of "...prohibit
3444 land use actions except as authorized by Research Ranch” suggests

the possibility of public access closure, which the Department
must oppose.

Page 27
Special Management Areas (SMAs) should include language for
34 '5 cooperative planning and management with the Arizona Game and
< Fish Department. AGFD should be a cooperator for Coordinated

Resource Management Plans (CRMPs), as well.

Pages 28-29, Table 2-4

Coyote Mountains Recreation Management Area. We recommend to
specifically add hunting as a recreation value. AGFD should be a
cooperator in developing the access plan.

34-12.

34-13.

34-14.

34-15.

Routine management practices occurring on a day-to-day
basis are not relevant topics for discussion in an
RMP. NORAs are only one part of an administrative
action in carrying out decisions made through existing
Bureau planning. AG&FD receives and has opportunity
to comment on all land exchange NORAs issued by the
Phoenix District.

The role of NORAs in the BLM land exchange process is
illustrated in Figure 2-1 on page 21 of the draft
RMP/EIS.

Refer to responses 29-6 and 29-7.

The AG&FD will be consulted if closure of public
access to BLM-administered land is contemplated.

The AG&FD has always been an important contributor in
the development of BLM activity plans. We expect the
close cooperation to continue in all areas of mutual
interest and responsibility.
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34-16

34-17

34.18

34-19

34-2C

Aqua Blanco Ranch Multiple Resource Management Area and Cocoraque

Butte-Waterman ~ MRMA. AGFD should be included in development of

the access plan. Also, hunting should specifically be included
as a valid activity.

Silverbell Desert Bighorn Sheep Management Area. AGFD should be
the primary cooperator, and named as such, for development of the
activity plan. Also, we recommend including desert tortoise and

Harris’ hawk as key species in this area.
Picacho Mountains Desert Tortoise Management Area. The
Department supports Alternative B for communications site

development, also the ACEC designation under Alternative B. We
compliment the Bureau for recognizing the high-value riparian and

native plant values. However, we are concerned about the implied
loss of hunting recreation opportunities on 2,341  acres
associated with the Appleton-Whittell ACEC. The Department

opposes a hunting closure of these lands.

We are somewhat puzzled by the vast array of Special Management
designations, and what they mean, under Alternative B. The
document never explains what is meant by certain terms, such as
"...manage to enhance recreation values” and ".. .manage for
conservation values.” We are particularly concerned about the
absence of any reference to hunting recreation and active
cooperation with the Arizona Game and Fish Department.

We specifically do not understand the desert tortoise emphasis in
the Picacho Mountains. The majority of prime desert tortoise
habitat in the Picacho Mountains is at elevations below BLM
holdings. Conversely, the Silverbell-West Silverbell-Ragged Peak
area is high-quality desert tortoise habitat, with a viable
population that would benefit from active management efforts.

We consider it ironic that BLM proposes to “protect” a tortoise
population already impacted by construction of the Central
Arizona Project (CAP) Canal, and on a mountain with minimal to no

livestock grazing of lands under BLM control. The Silverbell
Complex, in contrast, would benefit tremendously from management
efforts by the BLM. Therefore, we strongly recommend the
designat ion of the Silverbell area as a sheep and tortoise

Management  Area.

We also question the <closure of any roads in the Picacho
Mountains which access existing AGFD catchments.

Page 31, Issue 5 =~ Recreation Management

Table 2-4 does not describe the management goals and planned

actions in any detail. Again, hunting is never mentioned, nor is
the commitment to cooperate with AGFD ever mentioned. We
strongly  recommend significant expansion gf the document to

clearly explain the goals and planned actions for all SMAs.

34-16.

34-17.

34-18.

34-19.

34-20.

Hunting is prominently mentioned as an important
recreational use in Chapter 3 of the draft RMP/EIS.
Recreation values are those discussed in the
Recreation Use section of Chapter 3 in the draft
RMP/EIS., Conservation values with reference to
cultural sites are defined in the Glossary and in
Appendix 6 Of the draft RMP/EIS.

See responses 18-2 and 18-7.
See response 18-6.

AG&FD access to service catchments is considered a
necessary function and would not be affected by public
access closures.

Since hunting is an important recreation use of public
land (see Chapter 3 _Recreation Use section), the
activity is expected to continue. During the
development of activity plans detailing the methods
for achieving the identified management goals for
ACECs and special management areas, the AG&FD would be
consulted if any hunting restrictions are discussed.
The close-working relationship between the BLM and the
AG&FD is expected to continue in all areas of mutual
interest.
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34-2|

34-22

Page 42, Land Tenure Adjustments

we strongly question the conclusions concerning the ability to
retain, or increase, BLM holdings in the Sierrita and Las Guijas
Mountains. we believe losses of wildlife habitat for desert mule
deer and javelina will be significant in the Sierrita and Cerro
Colorado Mountains. A significant white-tailed deer population
will be sacrificed via exchange of the Las Guijas Mountains.

Also, acquisition of the Tortolita Mountains, but disposal of the
lower bajada holdings and the Suizo Mountains, will result in
significant loss of upland Sonoran desert habitat, typified by
ironwood (Qlnea tesota), palo verde (Cercidium spp.}, mesquite
| (Prosopis spp.), and saguaro (Carnegia gigantia). Associated
wildlife Tnclude concentrations of Gam%el quail, javelina, desert
mule deer, desert tortoise, and Harris’ hawk. The Arizona Game
and Fish Department is becoming increasingly more concerned with
BLM disposal of lands which exhibit high quality Sonoran desert

34-23

34-24

34-25

values.

The following AGFD wildlife water catchments would be removed
from public lands:

- OM Head Muntain $5 (AGFD #103) NENW Section 1, T8S, R11E
s Owl Head Mountain $3 (AGFD $107) SWSE Section 21, T8S, R12E

The following catchments have access roads which we require for
maintenance:

» Picacho Mountains #2 (AGFD #213) Section 21, T85, R9E
= Picacho Mountains $4 (AGFD $688) Section 10, T8S, R9E (Svi/4)
= Picacho Mountains #5 (AGFD #689) SBY; Section 26, T8S, RIE

Page 53, Map 2-9
Horsethief Basin Lake is wrongly labeled “Horseshoe Lake.”
Page 73, Map 2-25

The same comment as for page 53, plus the legend denotes a
“Recreation Mgmt. Area” that is nowhere to be found on the map.

Page 118

What is the criterion for “High Density Javelina Habitat”? The
entire area between the Bradshaw Mountains and S.R. 74 to the
south and the map boundary to the west is good Jjavelina
habitat. Wildlife Management Unit 20B receives considerable use
by archery and general season javelina hunters. The depiction on
the map is misleading, at best.

Page 120, Javelina

Highest density areas for javelina may not have the greatest need
for management emphasis. As mentioned for the map on page 118,
javelina hunting is very important outside areas marked as “High
ensity.”

34-21.

34-22.

34-23.

34-24.

34-25.

Only a small fraction of the land in the three areas

is public land. Little change in current land use is
expected as a result of exchange. Consequently, we do
not expect exchange of the public land in these areas
to affect wildlife significantly.

The proposal to exchange public land outside the
identified Resource Conservation Area (RCAs) for
non-public land within the RCAs would not result in a
net loss of the public values mentioned in the
comment. In the White Canyon and Silver Bell
Mountains RCAs, for instance, the potential exists for
the BLM to acquire significantly more of these values
than are given up in exchange.

See response 34-19.

The recreation management area is the Hells Canyon
Recreation Management Area. The area is shown on Map
2-25 in the draft RMP/EIS, although slightly obscured
by the shading used to denote the burro management
area. The area is more clearly shown on Map 2-25 in
this  document.

The map depicts areas where the highest densities of
javelina are expected. The reference used was the
AG&FD's 1985 Big Game Distribution Map.

NILLEM
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34-26

34-27

34-28

34-29

34-30

Page 121, Table 3-16

The fishing days for Picacho Reservoir and Lake Pleasant appear
woefully inaccurate, as do the hunting days at Picacho. An
explanation of how these numbers are derived may clear this up.

Page 138, Table 4-6

Days for Picacho areas noted above and Pleasant have greatly
increased; it's not clear how these numbers have changed, or why.

Page 148, Effects on Wild, Free-Roaming Burros

Management of burros to increase population levels to halt the
population decline is questionable management. Burros are not
wildlife, but are feral animals which can cause significant
adverse impact to wildlife habitat. There are plenty of areas in
the western United States where people can see relic herds
without the need to risk overpopulation and abuse of public land.

Page 149, Table 4-S

Again, the fishing and hunting days for Picacho Reservoir and a
tenfold increase in fishing at Pleasant is not clear.

Page 173, Appendix 1

We note the inclusion of lands in T11N, R3w in the table of land
meeting FLPMA Sales criteria, but find no mention of resources or
impacts to those resources in the draft REP. Without those,
adequate analysis of impacts is impossible.

34-26.

34-27.

34-28.

34-29.

34-30.

The figures listed in the draft RMP/EIS on page 121,
Table 3-16, are visitor use numbers for visits to
public land on or near Picacho Reservoir and Lake
Pleasant. These figures are not total visitor yge
figures for fishing or hunting visitor use days
either reservoir.

The figures described in the draft RMP/EIS on page
138, Table 4-6, indicate increased visitation to
public land near Lake Pleasant due to long-term
increases in the population of Phoenix and the north
valley as well as increased public use of the enlarged
and improved Lake Pleasant Regional County Park. The
figures describe only visits on or to Dublic land and
do not represent total visitor use at the reservoir.
The figures for Picacho Reservoir are unchanged from
those presented in Chapter 3, Table 3-16. The
described fishing and hunting visits are those
attributable onlv to Dublic land, not the entire
Picacho Reservoir.

Public Law 92-195 makes the BLM responsible for the
welfare and protection of wunclaimed and unbranded
burros found on public land. The management of burros
on public land is accomplished at the minimum level
necessary to assure the herd’'s free-roaming character,
health and self-sustaining ability.

The figures in the draft RMP/EIS on page 149, Table
4-8, describe a situation where there would be no
public land near Picacho Reservoir. Accordingly,
fishing and hunting days attributed to public land at
Picacho Reservoir would be zero. Under Alternative B,
much of the land encompassing Lake Pleasant Regional
County Park would be public land used by the county
under a Cooperative Recreation Management Agreement.
Visitor use of this park land would be considered
visits to public land; thus visits to public land in
the Lake Pleasant Resource Conservation Area would
increase under Alternative B. Presently, no fishing
activity attributable to use of public land occur on
Lake Pleasant. Under Alternative B, a sizable
increase in the use of public land for fishing
activity would be anticipated due to an increase in
public land areas resulting from BLM-state exchanges.

Parcels listed in Appendix 1 of the draft RMP/EIS are
those that meet the criteria stated in the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) for public land
sale. These parcels are identified for disposal and
have been evaluated to determine whether they contain
values which would preclude disposal, either by
exchange or sale. |If the AG&FD is aware of values on
the parcels listed which might affect a disposal
decision, the BLM would appreciate receiving this
information.
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35-2

SIERRACLUB

@rand Canyon Chapter . Arizoma

RINCON GROUP
April 29, 1988
117 N. 2nd Avenue
Tucson, A Z 85705%
792-2690

Arthur E. Tower

Manager, Phoenix Resource Area

Bureau of Land Management

Dear Mr. Tower a

Thank you fg@r the opportunity to comment on the draft
Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement.

I must compliment the RMP team for the plan’s emphasis
on special management of the scenic, recreational, blotlc,
and cultural values on public lands. These are important
resources for both the health of the land and the health of
Arizona's economy, as the state’'s population grows and our
tourism industry expands.

For the most part, we support the plans laid out under
Alternative C. It gives significantly better protection to
gengitive plant and ani{mal populations, and by extenslon, to
the ecosystems they require. It also does a better job of
protecting some other values. Especially praiseworthy are
the Alternative C boundaries of the White Canyon and Perry
Mesa/Larry Canyon ACECa. We also strongly support the
proposed R&PPA transfer of BLM lands in the Tortolita
Mountalns.

We would, however, Ilike to see some changes in
Alternative C:

1. The Waterman Mountains ACEC should encompass the Pan
Quemado range. The ACEC is apparently meant as a refuge for
the Tumamoc globeberry, which clearly has habitat extending
through the Pan Quemado area. More significantly, the Pan
Quemados may also support a population of Thornber’s
fishhook cactus, and would appear from the ground to be good
desert tortoise habitat. Thus, a larger ACEC could provide
protection for all three specles.

The Silver Bell Desert Bighorn SMA should also be managed
tor desert tortolse. It contains far more tortoise habitat
than the Plcacho Mountains SMA proposed in Alternative B,
and wlth acquisition of state and private holdings between

The Waterman Mountains ACEC encompasses populations of
the endangered Nichol Turk's head cactus. Habitat for
Tumamoc globeberry and Thornber fishhook cactus is
found throughout the proposed Silver Bell RCA. Adding
Pan Quemado to the ACEC boundary would not add
significantly to protection efforts for any of the
three species.

Refer to response 18-6.
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35-3

35-4

35-5

the Silver Bells and Ragged Tap. it creates a well-defined
and manageable area of prime tortoise habitat. Management
should include an end to livestock grazing. as cattle are a
principle cause of turtle mortality ¢(as mentioned on p.
117); closure of most existing roads and trails, to prevent
tortoise collecting (p.117) and disturbance of bighorn sheep
(p.115); and closure to new mining claims, to prevent
bighorn disturbance, heavy human use, and construction of
new access roads (pp.115 & 117).

3. The Picacho Mountains should be managed as a desert
tortoise SMA, as proposed in Alternative B, and not as a
CRMA. Recreation-oriented management would have significant
damaging effects on the tortoise population (p.155),
Management should include an end to lifestock grazing, and
cooperati{ive management with the State Land Department for
the health of the tortoise population on adjacent bajada
areas.

4. Alternative C should include the Alternative B proposal

of R&PPA transfers to Pima County of Saginaw Hill and Tucson
Mountain Park Extension (p.31).

In addition to those particulars, we have some comments
on the document as a whole:

5. The Yuma Mine property (T13S, R12E, 59) should be closed
to new mining claims. Efforts should be made to retire the
existing claims, and the land should be transferred through
R&PPA to the U.S. Park Service. Similar closure and
transfers should be done for public lands in Sections 26,
33, and 34. AIll these parcels are apparently, and
inappropriately, listed for disposal inthe RMP (p.174).

6. The discussion of Minerals Management (p.18) should
include a section on closure of land to new mineral entry.
True multiple use management must include a willingness to
exclude, in some areas. uses which are incompatible with
other uses or with existing and desired values.

7. Management plans for values that conflict with grazing,
such as riparian habitat or desert tortoise populations,
should include explicit discussion of reducing or retiring
grazing allotments and/or construction of cattle exclosures.

3. The South Bradshaws and Ragged Top WSAs should be
included in the table on p. 184

35-5.

Refer to response 33-2.

When the approved RMP is implemented, activity plans
will be developed detailing the methods for achieving
the identified management goals for ACECs and special
management areas. In compliance with NEPA, all
appropriate measures will be taken to mitigate impacts
to important values in each area.

The South Bradshaws East and Ragged Top WSAs were
studied in the Arizona Mohave Wilderness Draft

Environmental Impact Statement, not the Phoenix

Wilderness Final EIS.
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35-6

35-7

35 8

9. The “Little long-nosed bat” (p. 1} & 180) should be 35-6.
referred to as "Sanborn's long-nosed bat”. It should

probably also be upgraded to status C-I, as USFWS has

ofticlally proposed to determine Endangered status for It

(Federal Register, July 6, 1967, pp. 25271-25274).

10. A blanket policy of tul] fire suppression (p, 19) is not
appropriate. Wildfires should be allowed to burn when not a
human hazard, as they can contribute significantly to
natural ecological processes. In particular, they can
benefit wildlife by enhancing the forage available.

11. Restricting vehicles within SMAg to "existing.roads and
trai ls" (pp. 28-30, 37-39)is not an adequate prescription.
Past off-road vehicle use has, in many places, created
unneeded and inappropriate trails that would be
“grandfathered”
areas have had detailed inventories done on their roads and
trai is, so there is no standard of “existing” with which to
determine that a road or trall is new. The only workable
management tool to limit undeslreable vehicle use is to
close all roads and trails unless they are signed open (Qff;,
Road Vehicles on Public Land, Council on Environmental -
Qual Itv. 1979: "lmpacts and Manaaement of Off-Road

Vehicles”, USGS, 1977). This was-considered and rejected for
the Phoenix District as a whole (p.42), an appropriate
measure given the scattered and diverse nature of the lands
involved. It absolutely should be implemented, however, on
SMAs and ACECs, as they are well-defined and manageable
parcels with identified values In need of protection.

12. Tables describing the ACECs and SMAs should also list
the grazing allotments associated with those areas. This
would allow cross-reference to Appendices 2, 3, and 4 (pp.
175-184) and to other documents on range condition and
management.

Yours,

ONT T

Dale S. Turner
Conservation Chair
Rincon Group

35-7.

in under that directive. In addition, few 35-g.

The Sanborn's long-nosed bat has been removed from the
Phoenix Resource Area’'s special status list. The
species is not known to inhabit areas under our
administration.

Activity plane developed for ACECs and special
management areas would identify areas where less than
full suppression of fires or prescribed burning would
be beneficial in achieving the management goals
described for the areas.

Site-specific activity planning will evaluate ORV
signing needs necessary to achieve ORV management
goals. The wuse of ORV signing would be restricted to
marking major entry points administered by the BLM and
other specific areas (ACECS, special management
areas). In high visibility and use areas, signing may
be needed to acquaint users with ORV designations and
describe where visitors can obtain additional
information. Intensive signing is anticipated only in
areas with identified management concerns (ACECs and

special management areas). Signing, public education
efforts, a visitor use map (with ORV policies
described) and BLM ranger patrols should be adequate

to ensure compliance with ORV management policies.
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY, ARIZONA CHAPTER
PO Box 11135
Phoenix, AZ 850 |7

26 April 1988

36-|

36-2

Mr. Arthur E. Tower

Phoenix, Resource Area Manger
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

The Wildlife Society (TWS) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement

(RMP). We commend the Bureau of Land Management on the proposed
designation of seven Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). Qur

main comments on the RMP involve requests for ACEC boundary modifications;

impacts to Federally threatened and endangered (T&E) species, riparian
habitats, and Sonoran Desert upland bajadas; and the inadequate management

prescriptions. Please consider the following comments.

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

1. TWS strongly supports ACEC designations for Baboquivari Mountains,
Waterman Mountains, White Canyon, Perry Mesa, Larry Canyon, Tanner Wash,
and Appleton-Whittell.  We request, however, a more detailed analysis of
areas that were rejected for this designation.

2. We urge implementation of Alternative C for Perry Canyon ACEC and the
expansion of the boundaries to include T. 10N., R. 3E., Sections 10, 11,
and 12. This expansion will alow acquisition of Gila intermedia and
riparian habitat. This riparian habitat includes cienega and deciduous
broadl eaf riparian  forest  components.

3. We aso urge implementation of Alternative C boundary designations for
the Waterman Mountains and Tanner Wash to maximize known and potential
special status species habitat. Sections T. 18N,, R. 21E., Section 11 and

15 contain a candidate category | endangered plant and should be acquired

as part of the Tanner Wash ACEC.

36-1.

36-2.

Refer

Refer

to

to

responses

responses

22-4 and 22-5.

3-2 and 29-12.
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36-4

36-5

36-6

36-7

36-8

4.  TWS requests that the Black Canyon RCA boundaries be modified to
include T. 11N., R. 2E., E 1/2 Section 22, E 1/2 Section 27, and E 1/2
section 34. In addition, acquisition of T. 12N., R. 3E., E 1/2 Section 6,
and T. 13N., R. 3E. SW 1/4 Section 31 would ensure federal protection of
the entire perennial stretch of Ash Creek.

THREATENED ~ AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES

5. Implementation of this RMP constitutes a major federal action and
therefore requires consultation with Fish and Wildlife Service under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act for T&E species affected by this
action. Impacts to affected T&E species are inadequately described in this
document and should be analyzed in a separate biological assessment. Both
positive end negative impacts will result from land disposal and

acquisition and from changes in land management practices. In addition,
BLM should confer with FWS regarding impacts to Federally proposed species.

6. This RMP is an appropriate vehicle to define Recovery Plan objectives
and actions for T&E species affected by this action. BLM should use this
planning document to meet and enhance the objectives of existing recovery
plans.

7. TWS is concerned that disposal of land with candidate species listed in
Appendix 9, without proper assessment, may necessitate listing of those
species later. This conflicts with BLM policy to “identify habitat
improvement or expansion efforts required to downlist or delist a species.”
BLM should strive to retain lands containing special status species within
Federal ownership.

8. The bald eagle recolonization of the Agua Fria will be greatly affected
by BLM management of riparian habitats in Black Canyon and Lake Pleasant
RCAs. Bald eagle nesting trends should be discussed in this document and
BLM should consider the entire drainage as a single ecological unit when
prescribing management for this ares.

9. BLM should reconsider the proposed disposal of Little Colorado River

spinedace habitat on Silver Creek. This is the only Federally owned parcel
of land along this creek below the town of Silver Creek. This land should
be retained in Federal ownership to ensure the c¢ontinued survival of this

36-9

species and allow for future recovery efforts.

10. Disposal of land containing populations of paperspined cactus would
lead to the decline of this species, however, the RMP states that ". . . most
of the populations occur in New Mexico and habitat loss in Arizona is not
expected to affect its status” We question whether this habitat disposal

is an insignificant fmpact to this species. In Arizona, 43 occurrences are

36-3.

36-4.

36-5.

36-6.

36-7.

36-g.

36-9.

Refer to responses 29-11 and 29-12.

Refer to response 12-1 and the General Response to
Comments on Section 7 Consultation.

Recovery plan objectives are incorporated into the
management goals and/or planned actions for ACECs and
special management areas recommended in the proposed

RMPO

The final decision to dispose of land with candidate
species rests upon the results of environmental
assessments made when a specific disposal action is
proposed. All environmental values are considered in
the assessment, including those not considered issues
in this RMP/EIS.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which administers
compliance with the Endangered Species Act, agrees
with the BLM's assessment of the alternatives’ impacts
to the bald eagle in the Agua Fria River area.

Refer to response 22-3.

Refer to response 34-S.

SISNOJSIH ANV SINIWWOD NILLIHM



90¢

36-9

36-10

36-11

36-12

36-12

36-14

36-15

jocumented in the state at 16 localities, 6 of which are on BLM land. The
remaining 10 occurrences of the paperspined cactus are on State and private
land recefving no formal protection. These 6 occurrences should be
retained in Federal management to avoid the future need to list this
specles.

RIPARIAN  HABITATS

11. TWS considers riparian habitats to be the most endangered habitats in
Arizona and is concerned with the disposal of riparian habitats from
Federal ownership through several of the RMP alternatives. BLM is required
to comply with Executive Orders 11988 and 11990 and the BLM National
Riparlan Policy which require that riparian areas be retained in federal
ownership ““less disposal is in the public interest. This document has not
adequately shown that the proposed riparian habitat disposal is in the
public interest. TWS urges BLM to reconsider disposal of riparian habitats
and to strive to place additional acreage under Federal ownership.

12. It is difficult to match many of the maps with the associated tables
to follow BLM's analytical processes.

13. Table 4-3 should show which riparian habitats are decreased and which
are increased by each alternative.

14. BLM should implement Alternative C for Larry Creek and White Canyon
riparian areas to ensure management of upland watersheds.

15. Management of designated riparian areas should include elimination of
woodcutting, an activity which is generally adverse to a healthy riparian

habitat.

SONORAN ~ DESERT ~ UPLAND  BAJADAS

15. The Sonora” Desert bajadas are extremely unique and diverse habitats
found in Arizona. Most of these habitats around Phoenix and Tucson are
directly or Indirectly impacted by housing developments. TWS recommends
that the BLM reconsider disposal of lands with high quality Sonoran Desert
bajada values and consider acquisition of additional parcels of this
habftat. Specifically, the Silverbell Mountains, Picacho Mountains, Sulzo
Mountains, and Tortolita Mountains contain quality Sonora” Desert bajada
habitat.

17. BIM should specifically prohibit the development of a road to the
Meawman Peak communications site to avold severance of this habitat.

18. We commend BLM for the concept of a desert tortoise management area,
but believe the current BLM boundaries for the Picacho Mountains to be
{nadequate for such a designation. The current boundaries omit from BLM
management the bajada which contains the majority of desert tortoise

36-10.

36-11.

36-12.

36-13.

36-14.

36-15.

Refer to response 22-12.

Refer to Appendix 7 in the draft RMP/EIS.

The Phoenix Resource Area does not currently
woodcutting permits. Activity planning for

management areas and ACECs would address any problems

associated with woodcutting,

Refer to response 34-22.

Refer to response 29-7.

Refer to response 18-7.

if appropriate.

issue
special

NOILYNIQHOOD atlv NOILWVIINSNOD



407

36-15

36-16

36-17

habitat. We recommend that BLM expand the current management boundaries in
the Picacho Mountains to include baiada habitat which will enable
conservation of a minimum viable population of desert tortoises.

Increasing the management area size will ensure conservation’ of a more
inclusive ecosystem for all the species in the Picacho Mountains,

especially with increased development in this area over the next 20 years.

19. In addition po bighorn sheep, the Silverbell Mountains also contain a
healthy population of desert tortoises. This area should be managed as

both a bighorn sheep and desert tortoise management area since management
objectives and goals would be compatible for the two species. BLM should

implement the expanded boundaries provided in Alternative C for the
Silverbell Mountains for more effective bighorn sheep management. 36-16.

OBJECTIVES AND PRESCRIPTIONS

20. The objectives and prescriptions presented in Chapter 2 are generally 36-17.

vague and unmeasureable. Without detailed prescriptions, it is impossible
to follow BLM's impact analysis of RMP implementation. At a minimum, BLM
should define management objectives and prescriptions for riparian areas,
T&E species, and other wildlife. Without better defined objectives and
prescriptions, the document fails to meet Federal Land Policy and
Management Act guidelines for wildlife resources.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this RYP. Should you
require further clarification of any of the above commenta, please contact
The Wildlife Society at the above address.

Sincerely yours,

Shery' L. Barrett
President-elect
Arizona Chapter

Refer to response 18-6.

Refer to the General

Planning

Process.

Response to Comments on the
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MXKI NLEY CONTY WLDLIFE FEDRERATION
1420 Mont er ey
Gl lup, New Mexico 87301

23 April 1988

Arthur E  Tower

Phoenix  Resource Area  Manager
Bureau of Land  Managenent
Phoenix  Resource Area

2015 W Deer Valley Road
Phoenix Arizona

Dear M. Tower:

The MKinley County (New Mexico) Wildlife Federation
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Phaenix
Resource  Managenent Plan and  Environnental | npact
Statenent .

Our organization has recently becone sensitized to the
inportance of BLM Land Managenent Plans as they affect the

quality of life in gur region. We realized almost too late
that the New Mexico BLM Farnington Resource Area Managenent
Plan included a plan to dispose of all "vacant public |and"

in MKinley GCounty, New MxXxico. Now we cone to understand
that the Phoenix Resource @Area Mnagenent Plan proposes a
similar “"dispasal plan" for all the public land in Apache
and Navajo Counties. Arizona. V¢ believe these plans taken
individually and collectively reflect an  abandonrent of
public interests 1n the protection and nanagenent of
wildlife habitat and other natural repgpurce nanagenment
interests in our region of Arizona and New Mexico. W
believe the “synergistic” effects of these plans which, 1if
i npl enent ed, would result in the total loss of public
rangelands in East Centeral Arizona and Wst Central New
Mexico, would result in jrretrevable and irreversible loss
of wildlife habitat, open space and natural resour ce
managenent  1n this regaon.

As we understand the plan there would be alnost total
disposal of BLM Lands in Navajo OCounty, and tw fifths of
the public land in ApacheCounty under all but the "no

action" pl an. However, we come to this conclusion by the
circuitous nethod of examning Table 4-1 which shows |oss
of Paynent in Lieu of Tax Revenues. It g very distressing

that the plan does not show in map form which specific
public lands would be disposed of in Apache and Navajo
Caunties. VW would request that these lands be specifically
identified and subject to public review before the plan 1s
finalized.

A second issue where information 15 not apparently accurate
is in map 3-4C purparting to show "Medium to High Density
Pr onghor n Ant el ope Habitat" in the Apache-Navajo Partion of

37-1.

37-2.

The land tenure adjustment issue is discussed on page
20 and under each alternative in Chapter 2 of the
draft RMP/EIS. Under Alternatives B and C, it would
be the BLM's intent to consolidate public land into
Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and Cooperative
Recreation Management Areas (CRMAs). Public land
outside the RCA8 and CRMAs are identified for disposal
to another federal agency (i.e., public land bordering
the Petrified Forest National Park and the Saguaro
National Monument), to local governments under the
Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PPA), by
exchange or sale (land identified in Appendix 1) or by
exchange  only.

According to the Arizona Game and Fish Department
Pronghom Distribution Map (1985), the area from St
Johns to Sanders supports very sparse to sparse
densities of pronghorn.

NOLLYIINSNOD
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the Resource Area. We believe that the region between

37-2 Sanders and St. Johns along US &66 should reflect a medium,

37-3

37-4

37-5

37-6

if not high Pronghorn density.

On page 23 the plan mentions that "4000" acres have been
identified for disposal to benefit the Fetrified Forest
National Park” and an additional 43236 acres have been
identified as suitable for disposal through state indemnity
selectian, state or- private excahange or sale.” We can find
nowhere where these lands are identified. Would these lands
include what we pelieve may be part of the medium to high
density pronghorn habltat (see above)' #y inspection of
table 4-1 it would appear that three four-ths of thig land
would come from Apache and Navajo Counties. Is this a
correct inference”

It also would appear that riparian habltat. while Increased
averall i1n the RMF would be decreased 1n the aApache-Navajo
partian. Specificity inthe plan 15 requisite to be sure of
this conclusion. But the pattern of substantial loss of

habltat resources i1n the Apache-Navaje portion 1s of
concern.

If we are correct |n this analysis we have grave concerns
over the withdrawal of federal publ;c land management on
both sides of the New Mexico and Arizona State line as it
will effect the ability to manage wildlife and riparian
habltat i1n this regiaon. To this end we propose the
following:

1) BLM jdentify a "Special Management Area" 1n the Zuni
River, Surprise Creek and Hardscrabble Wash Reqion. This
SMA would also constitute a land acquisitiaon and
cansalidation zong for Pronghorn habitat. An additional
benefit of cansalidatian and intensive management 1n this
area would be protectiaon of Important but badly vandalized
cultural resources in this zone.

?) BLM identify all natural surface water gguyrces and
ripari1an habitat @ S retention zones,'Publ 1c Body Exchange
Only” zones (State, National Fark Service, FWS), Qr BLM
acqulsition zanes, The ability to manage and promote
wildlife values 1” arid regions 15 based largely on the
ability to manage and protect water ggurces from
incompatible uses, as you recognize by the special
attention given to raiparian habitat 1n your plan. The
special concern already given to these zones needs to be
redoubled beyond the acreage calculations. Land
consolidation and acquisition should take place 1h areas
l1ke the Little Colorado River jn the Woodruff area and the
Fuerca River between Fetrified Forest and Halbrook, where
existing BLM holdings already form protective anchors which

should be expanded.

37-3.

37-4.

37-S.

37-6.

Refer to responses 37-1 and 37-2.

Appendix 7 of the draft RMP/EIS shows which riparian

habitat would be considered for disposal under each
alternative.

BLM parcels in the region are identified for
acquisition by the state of Arizona. The state is
bound by terms of a Memorandum of Agreement to manage
the cultural values in a manner consistent with
federal laws and regulations. An aerial surveillance
program, jointly managed by federal and state
agencies, exists in the Zuni-Hardscrabble region of

Apache County. This program is designed to deter
archaeological vandalism.

Alternatives for consolidating more public land in

Apache and Navajo Counties were considered but not

carried forward for the reasons stated on page 41 of
the draft RMP/EIS.

Refer to responses 3-2, 22-3 and 22-12.
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l?-) BLM should allow no net loss of Fublic land values 1N

+ «wche and Navajo Cagunties. baxcihianges should be al 1 owed
jonly within the Apache-Navajo portion for consolidation , |
management. A net loss of public land values 1R this
portion creates an undue hardship on the local public. When

37-7|combined with similar BLM plans on the New Mexico side Of
the State line, the combined effects will result 1n a 37-7.

severe impact on the wildlife and recreation opportunities
an thig portian of the (Colaoradao FPlateau. This result would
be unfair and unacceptable to our population.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Plan and
hope that our comments will result 1” a more beneficial
plan for the wjldlife and human populations of Apache and

Navajo Counties 1n Arizona and McKinley County 1n New
Mexico.

Sincerely,

i ’7 7 B . .
/‘f\f/;uv 7‘?://,/‘ eeetfocl €A

Robert E. Menaoace

Exchanges are not projected to cause a significant
loss of public land values such as wildlife or
recreational values.

uses

is

expected as

a

Little change from current land

result of proposed

exchanges.
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38 . | ]
United States Department of the Interior &_—

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION ? -.
LOWER COLORADO REGIONAL OFFICE
P.O. BOX 417
IN REPLY
REFER TO- LC=159 BOULDER CITY. NEVADA 89005
APK . g
Memorandum
To: Mr. Arthur E. Tower, Phoenix Resource Area Manager,

Bureau of Land Management, 2015 West Deer Valley Road,
ghoenix, Arizona B5027

From: jRegional Director

Subject: Review of Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) (your notice of January 22, ]988)

We have reviewed the subject RMP/EIS and have the following comments to
offer.

General comments

Picacho Mountain Resource Conservation Area (RCA) « The majority of
tortoises encountered and tracked by radio telemetry during Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation) sponsored wildlife studies have been found on the
bajadas outside of the boundaries of the currently proposed Picacho Mountain
RCA. These bajadas contain the most diverse habitat and species composition
in this mountain range. Specifically, tortoises were located in T. 8 S.,

R. 9 E., sections 16, 21,28, 34, and 35 (see enclosed map). This RCA is
38-' proposed as a Tortoise Management Area. In order to maintain or improve the
capability of important habitat to support existing populations, we believe
it is critical that these areas be included in the RCA. This will enable
BLM to preserve the most intensely studied tortoise population in Arizona.
Although Reclamation did not conduct tortoise studies on the east side of
the mountain, we expect these bajadas to be just as important to resident
wildlife. For these reasons, we recommend acquisition of an additional
square mile around the presently proposed Picacho Mountain RCA.

We also recommend against Increased recreation in the Picacho Mountains due
to the detrimental impacts this would have on the desert tortoise
population. Impacts on this species from intense human disturbance have
been observed with the decline of tortoises at Picacho Peak State Park. We
would discourage advertisement of this area as a tortoise management area,
to avoid genetic pollution and introduction of diseases into the wild
population through captive tortolse releases. This prohlem has persisted at
the Desert Tortoise Natural Area in California.

}EE = For future draft EIS's' it would be helpful to the reader if the EIS
contained a map of each portion (e.g., South Central, North Central and
Apache-Navajo) that identifies all the various designations (RCa; ACEC; SMA;
CRMA; R&PPA; and utility corridors) that are proposed for that portion.

38-1.

Refer to response 18-7.
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Lake Pleasant - It is our understanding the agreement regarding the
management of the Federal lands “t l,ake Pleasant, that will be used for
Reclamation purposes, will be the responsibility of Reclamation. These
lends will be available for public recreational use. The size of the
Regional Perk has not yet been finalized but will be jointly determined by

Reclamation and the Bureau of Land Management (ELM).

Chapter | - Planning Issues, Page 5 . Issue2 , Utility Corridors and
Communication Sites

38-2

38-3

38-4

Have analyses been conducted to determine whether or not the capacity
or capability of the planned corridors “nd communication sites will
meet the anticipated needs of the area?

As part of its Central Arizona Project (CAP) system, Reclamation plans
to construct g microwave communications site on Helmet peak in
section 11 of T. 17 S., R. 12 E. Will this constitute g conflict with
the RMP'g proposed utility corridors and communication sites?

Environmental Issues Considered but not Analyzed, Bald Eagle, Page 10

The RMP/DEIS states that BLM acquisition of gnestsite “t the upper
end of [,gke Pleasant would not significantly Qhﬂnge the current
management of bald eagle habitat. We would agree with this statement
ONLY if BLM continue.” enforcement of public closures that gre now in
effect during the eagle breeding season, Werecommend t h e RMP/FEIS
reiterate this commitment to do so.

Chapter 2, Description of Alternatives

38-5

38-6

Environmental Management, Page 19 - Regarding the statement that ELM
will conduct protected plant and cultural resource clearances “s g part
of the environmental analysis process, what percentage of land will be

surveyed to ggsess impacts of land disposal?

Table 2-4, Pages 28-30, Under "Planned Actions"=Does prohibitionof

land use authorfizations in riparfan areas mean that gravel mining would
be prohibited in the riparian zone? We recommend the EIS indicate
whether or not grave.l1 mining would be allowed.

‘lable 2-4,Page 29, Gila River Riparian Management Area |f built,
Buttes Dam--an authorized feature of the CAP--would result {n the

38-7 inundation of much of the Gil” River Riparian Management Area by the

38-8

dam's reservoir pool. This possibility andits implications to BIM's
proposed action should be discussed in the EIS.

Issue 5 « Recreation Management, R&PP Transfers, Page 32 « The CAP's
Tucson  Agueduct, Black Mountain Pipeline will reauire approximately
35 acres of public domainlands locatedin the WiWdE} of sectionllof
T. 15 8., R. 12 E, G&SRM. Reclamation anticipates 4 permanent
easement will be acquired. The draft EIS identifies this greg “s being
transferred to Pim” County for park development. Any future us” of

38-2.

38-3.

38-4.

38-5.

38-b.

38-7,

38-8.

The proposed location of corridors and communication
sites resulted from comments received during the issue
identification and alternative formulation phases of
the planning process. Comments from the industry
(Western Regional Corridor Study) as well as the needs
of existing users and forecasted future demand were
used to develop alternatives.

In our discussions with the Bureau of Reclamation,
Helmet Peak was not identified as a communication site
for the CAP. Applications by the Bureau of
Reclamation for communication sites would continue to
be considered until disposal occurs.

The site would be protected in compliance with NEPA,
the ESA, and other applicable laws and regulations
(see the “Environmental Management” section on page 19
of the draft RMP/EIS).

The percent coverage of land surveyed depends on 1)
how much is known about the resources on the land, 2)
whether the area is near to known critical or
important resources and 3) whether the disposal is a
private or state exchange.

Gravel extraction restrictions apply only to the
riparian areas where land wuse authorizations are
prohibited. The prohibition does not apply to group
recreation use permits where the BLM is satisfied that
such use will not harm riparian values.

In the absence of receiving the Bureau of
Reclamation’s identification of plans and
recommendations concerning the Buttes Dam site during
the issue identification and alternative development
phase of the draft RMP/EIS, the BLM has not included
the impacts of the dam on resources along the Gila
River.

When the schedule and specifications for the Buttes
Dam become available and its effects can be estimated
an amendment to the RMP would be considered.

Pima County has indicated that the easement required
by the Bureau of Reclamation would not interfere with
park development of the area. Refer also to response
11-1.
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these lands would need to comply with the stipulations of our
epscements.

Map 2-1, Resource Conservation Areas (South Central Portion), Page 44 -
38_9 In the Picacho RCA erroneously coded as Alternative C (should be coded
as Alternative B)?

b_{ﬂp Z-21, Silver Bell RCA Special Management Area, Page 69 -

Reclamatfon has recently purchased 4 square miles of State land in

T 14 s., R Il E, sections lo, 11_ 14, and 15, a4 4 wildlife

mitigation corridor for the CAP. ‘This parcel of land will allow

wi 1d1i{fe movements to continue from thr Tucson Mountains westtothe

Roskruge Mountains. In addition, thr Tohono 0'0Odham Nation is
considering designating aportion o f thenorthernpart of the Garcla

38"0 Strip RR g wildlife movement corridor, In T. 14 8., R. 11 E.,

sections 16,1 7 and 18. These tyo corridors would directlytie into

the proposed Silver Bel | RCA where It follows the northern boundary of

the Nat {on Should this ocenr, we recommend that BIM acquire the

S of T. 14 S, R. Il E., gsection A as part of the Silver Bell RCA.

This acquisition would allow a continuous wildlife movement

corridor Across AvraValley.

Chapter 3, Affected Environment
-1, , ) .

Map 3-3A, Special Status Plant Habitat (South CentralPortion),

38 ” Page 111 - Reclamation has been informed by Fish and Wildlife Service

[ that potential Tumamoc globe-berry habitat extends north to thn Gila
|7 River.

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences

Impacts of Alternative B, Effects on Watershed Condition, Page.142 =

A statement in the first paragraph on page 142 is somewhat confusing.
This sentence reads 'Under Alternative B, ORV restrictionsor transfer
o f ownership would prevent further degradation t o 182 000 acreso f land
38-|2|currently heid in ‘public ownership ." Is it that further
degradation would ]jkely occur bhut the land wonld no longer be In

public ownership, or that transfer of ownership would prevent further
degradat jon? If It {s the latter, please explainhow the transfer of
ownership w o u | d prevent further degradation to lands.

Effects on Areas of Cultural Significance, Page 143 - How d{d you

arrive at the figure of 10-25 percent arrived at in determining the
38-13 degree of cultural value of sites lost on lands identified for
disposal?

Effects on Regreagion Use, Page 149 » We recommend BLM conslider
intlnsion o f bajadahnhitnts in {ts acquisit{onfor cooperative parks,
especially at Tortolita Mountains, as wildlife protectiondreas

Alternative C, Effects on Desert Tortoise, Page 155 « This discussion
38_]4 states all 60,000 acres o f important desert tortoise habitat w o uld he
ined. The Alternative Bdiscussion states all 61,300 acres
important desert tortoise habitat would be retained (page 147). Please
| correct or clarify this inconsistency.
4* would appreciate receiving a copy of the final RMP/FEIS when it becomes
nailable.

(Ao £ p"‘”"

38-10.

38-11.

38-12.

38-13.

38-14.

The comment is correct; the Picacho Mountains RCA is
proposed in the draft RMP/EIS only under Alternative B.

We appreciate the need to create wildlife corridors in
the Avra Valley. The parcel which the BOR requests
that the BLM acquire, however, is private land outside
the Silver Bell RCA boundary. The BLM's priority for
acquisitions is to consolidate public land holdings in
the proposed RCA, principally through exchange with
the state. Private exchanges would be considered only
if the BLM is approached by the landowners with a
proposal.

The key to the corridor's success seems to be the
Garcia Strip designation. When the Tohono 0'QOdham
land is designated for use as a wildlife corridor, the
need for additional corridor land can be discussed.

The map depicts the extent of known or high potential
habitat, It does not show either the extent of known
habitat within the Tohono 0'Odham Reservation or the
extent of lower potential for occurrence to the

north. The BLM continues to conduct field surveys for
Tumamoc globeberry within all areas considered
potential habitat.

We have assumed that the transfer of land from public
to private ownership would prevent degradation due to
ORV use. It is assumed that the private landowner
would restrict access and ORV use.

As stated in the footnote to Table 4-2 on page 129 of
the draft RMP/EIS, these are relative values arrived
at by the interdisciplinary team archaeologist and
were based on his analysis of the available data.

In the discussion of the effects on desert tortoise
under Alternative C, page 155 of the draft RMP/EIS,
the word "gll" should be deleted from the first
sentence of the third paragraph.

The sentence is revised to read: Under Alternative C,
the BLM would retain 60,000 acres of important

habitat, acquire 15,200 acres of important habitat and
dispose of 1,600 acres of important habitat.
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DAVID C RIDINGER

April 29, 1988

Arthur I, Tower

Phoeniix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr., Tower:
PHOENIX RMP/EIS

Set forth below are our comments on the above-
referenced draft, dated December 1987. These
comments are submitted on behalf of the Arizona
Mining Association and its member companies:

Amax Mineral Resources Company

Anamax Mining Company

ASARCO Incorporated

Callahan Mining Corporation

Cyprus Minerals Company

Homestake Mining Company

Inspiration Consolidated Copper Company
Magma Copper Company

Phelps Dodge Corporation

Our comments are general 17§ nature and scope; we
appreciate the opportunity to make comments.

1. In executing land disposals and exchanges,
proper consideration should be given all
existing or known mineral resources and “active”
mining claims. Blocking up ownership of entire
potential orebodies should be avoided, if
possible; i.e., geologic Indicators of orebody
boundaries should be wused to consolidate land
ownership so that potential orebodies are pot
divided, Also, nining claimants should not be
required to prove validity of a claim {f it g
being actively worked.

Prasigent
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39-1.

Arthur E. Towers
April 29, 1988
page 2

2. When special management designations (ACEC's,
SMA's and RCA's) are made, mineral resources
existing in those areas should receive adequate

consideration, allowing for mineral exploration
and development,

3. Before certain ACE(C'g, etc. ate withdrawn from

mineral entry, thorough minerals inventory
assessments should be made. Rational decisions

on land use and management cannot be made prior
to proper study of the minerals and values that
may be contained in a specific area.

If you would like to discuss any of the above
points, please advise.

Singerely, .

David C. Ridinget

Every effort has been made to identify areas where
important mineral development can be expected in the
future. Only proposed ACECs and other special
management areas with critical natural resources
especially sensitive to mining activity have been
identified for special protection measures.

NOILYNIGHO0D ANV NOLLVIINSNOD
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Petrified Forest National Park
Arisona 86028

IN REPLY REFER TO:

40-1

40-2

Ly

May 5, 1988

Mr. Arthur E. Tower
Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix District Office
2015 weat Deer Valey Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mp, Tower:

We appreciate the ¢oncern shown for addressing the needs of Petrified Forest 40-1.

National Park as addressed in the Plan. At present, the Nationa Park
Service 18 beginning an evaluation process of adjoining lands for potentia
values that would merit. their inclusion in Petrified Forest Nationa Park.
The attaohed map shows the extent ‘of these study areas. Bureau of Land
Management lands in the study areas are shown in a dipple pattern. We look

forward to continued cooperation with BLM in this study. 40-Z.

Should the Bureau of Land Management retain any lands adjoining Petrified
Forest Nationa Park, we would like to see a limitation placed on off-road
vehicles on those lands. To date, we have had only a few instances of ORV
trespass on park lands, but some have included the park’s Nationa
Wilderness Area In ths future, such problems oan only be expected to
increase. Limitations on ORV use on adjacent lands would proteot not only
those lands, but adjacent park and wilderness values. Such vaues Include
not only the traditional values of seenie beauty, solitude and a natural
environment, but also the extensive paaontologicd and archeologica
remains of the area

Thank you for this opportunity to comment during your planning process. If
we can be of further help or offer additional clarifications, please don’t
hesitate to call on ys,

Sincerely,

phlrttl

L. Edward Gastellum
Superintendent

Enclosure

Public land

Petrified Forest

identified

land directly adjacent

far possible inclusion into the

National Park includes the public

to the existing park boundary.

The land would be classified as a limited ORV
designation area with off-road-vehicle use restricted

to existing

roads and

routes.
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 rrioenix oist. oirand Canyon Chapter . Arizona
PHOENIX, ARIZONA AINCON GROUP

MAYQ41988 " April 30.(]1.988
117 N. 2nd Avenue
i819:10,1111211,2,3,415:6 Tucson, AZ 85705

782-2680
Arthur E.‘l‘bwer

Manager, Phoenix Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management

Dear Mr. Tower:

I would like to offer several additional, {f tardy,
comments on the Phoenix Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement. These are intended to
supplement my letter of April 29, 1988.

The RMP development team did a good job of presenting
information on riparlan areas in general and on the status
of riparlan areas within the Phoenix Resource Area (pp. 107-
110). However, the RMP shows a glaring omission in its lack
of general management prescriptions for those rlparian
areas. The need for such management 18 clearly stated: “of
the 93 miles of rlparian habitat, si{x miles is in good
ecological condition, 80 miles is fair and seven miles is
poor.” (p. 108) Table 3-14 (p. 109) shows that only 0.4 mile
of rlparian habitat is in “excellent” condition, and that
all areas show a static or downward trend.

Given the clear and explicitly stated value of rlparlan
areas, BLM's ultimate goal should be to improve all Its
riparlan lands to “excellent” condition. The minimum
acceptable goal for this RMP is to improve every riparlan
area to the next higher statusi poor up to fair, fair up to
good, and good up to excellent. That goal should be clearly
stated in the RMP, along with speoiflo management steps to
be followed for achievement of the goal.

The RMP does mention improvement of r{parian habitat in
the handful of Areas Proposed for Special Management, but
even there the “Planned Aotlons® do not contain the single
most important action for riparlan recovery! an end to
livestock grazing. Proper management of all rlparian areas,
especially those with SMA or ACEC status, must include
cattle exclosures or other mechanisms to ellminate grazing
pressure on riparian vegetatlon.

S3ISNOJSIH ANV SINIWWOD NILLIHM
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One other major omission is a means to judge the
progress and effectiveness of the RMP. This document
include achieveable, measureable objectives, along with
methods @f monltorlng progress, a monltoring schedule, and
remedies to perform {f monitoring shows that progress {s not
meeting the planned objectives. The monitoring plan should

Include wildlife status, riparfan habitat and watershed
cond{tion.

WIlthout these

inclusions, the RMP will have limited
effectiveness on conditions within the Phoenlx Resource
Area.
Yours,
Dale 5. Turner

Conservation Chair
Rincon Group

should 41-1.

Refer

plan

to the

in the proposed RMP

monitoring and
Appendix 12 of the draft EMP/EIS and the monitoring

evaluation plan

in this document.

in
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Arizona Cattle Growers' Association

Publishers of Arlzona Calttelog
1401 North 24th Sireat, Suite #4 » Phoenix, Arlzona 85008 * Telephane (602) 267-1129

Hay 6, 1988

Mr. Arthur E. Tower

Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land MNanagement
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Dear Nr. Tower:

The Arizona Cattle Growers' Association submits these comments
regarding the Phoenix Resource Nanagement Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement Draft.

Our members whe ranch in the Phoenix Resource Area have not
advised us of specific concerns regarding the Draft Plan which
they would have ug address on their behalf. We do, however.
wish to offer a general statement of consideration regarding
Lend Tenure Adjustment, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern,
Riparian Habitat, and Wildlife Resource Management.

Land Tenure Adjustment -- Ye understand the desire of the agency
to block up areas of land in federal ownership to “eliminate
management complications caused by checkerboard ownership.” Our
concern is that those blocks of public lands continue to be
managed for multiple use and continue to be available for
grazing use.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) -- We are
uncertain as to how these areas, once designated, are intended
ko be managed. Will they still be managed for multiple use? Ye
would object to them being managed es the equivalent to wilder-
ness areas without having earned wilderness designation.

Riparian Habitat -- Ve are concerned that too often 1n the
management of riparian habitat the value of using livestock
grazing es a management tool is overlooked. Ye would not vish

t. 7ue riparian areag arbitrarily closed to grazing.

wildlife Resource Management -- Wildlife and wildlife habitat on BLM
land are managed under § memorandum of understanding with the Arizona
Game and Fish Department. He would not wish BLX to abdicate its
responsibility for resource management to the detriment of livestock
grazing.  The resource must be managed to continue to support at

least the present level of livestock grazing.

The Resource Management Plan and the Preferred Alternative B reflect
a great amount of effort and consideration on behalf of the Bureau of
Land Management. Thank you for your efforts and for your further
consideration of the concerns Which We have expressed.

Sincerely,

omike Nd

Pamela Neal
Executive Vice President

42-1.

The blocks created by consolidating public ownership
would continue to be managed for multiple uses.
Restrictions on grazing and other uses may be proposed
for specific, discrete areas if necessary for the
protection of specific values. The need for any land
use restrictions not identified in the proposed RMP
would be identified in the development of activity
plans for ACECs and special management areas. Public
land users affected by any proposed land use
restrictions would be asked to participate in the
development of these activity plans.

ACECs would be managed to protect the resource values
for which they were established. In most cases, this

means that current uses will continue but be closely
monitored.

See response 42-1 above.
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DAVID E. ZINN

June- Noverber <~ General Delivery, Wise- River, MT 50782 . (40B) 832-3184
December - May: 6220 East Northern Ave., Scottedale, AZ 85253 « (802) 848-0484

RECE) VD

BLM, b L, gy
May 5, 1988 oo, “-I?:"))NA IFF,
Bureau of Land Management gy v -
2015 W Deer Valley"Rd VALt e
Phoenix, AZ 85027 A oo v
]

Attn: Arthur E  Tower
Dear Mr. Tower:

Unfortunately | just received your notice regarding the submttal of
coments concerning the seven special nanagenent areas (one million acres)
you plan to control to perserve fragile resouces and increase nanagenent
efficiency. Athough too late to meet your April 29th deadline, | hope ny
comments will be accepted and consi dered.

| don't know what you nea' by "increase managenent efficiency". |f
efficiency nmeans increased utilization, particularly by ranching, le. nore
cattle allotnents, | em absolutely against it. The BLM land | "hunt quail
on here in Arizona is for the most part continuallv overarazed. and | have

had a tough time finding areas with-enough cover to support quail since |
noved here in 1968. The only lands nore overgrazed than BLM land are
State Land (a real disaster) or the rancher's own private |and.

I would hope that the areas referenced the April 15, 1988 Arizona Qutdoor
News, In particularly the Enpire Ranch, will see very nuch REDUCED grazing
in the future, balancing out the hunting and recreation users interests
for a change.

We bird hunters living in Phoenix find we have to drive at |east two hours
to the higher elevations of National Forest administered areas to find
sufficient cover to support quail popul ations, neanwhile driving past vast
uni nhabited, bare as a billiard table, deeply eroded, stark, sand and rock
vistas devoid of grass, stretching for mles, as far as the eye can see
(non-believers can sinply try driving north on I-10 out of Phoenix for
confirmation). | wll adnmt that the initial stretch is State |and, but
it is difficult to note any difference at the BLM boundaries

Let's hope that you can do a better job in the future to protect and
Freserve our public lands, at |east these seven special managenent areas.
would love to congratulate you for managing OUR public lands for the

bal anced interests you are mandated to serve instead of sinply folding
under the pressure of the ranchers. Remenber there are now nany nore

VOTI NG recreatlonists than ranchers. | offer ny services to help work the
problem  Meanwhile | await exanples to laud your efforts.

S.éxfexjely
davfd Zinn -~ Scottsdale, AZ

43-1.

In June 1988, the BLM acquired by exchange 41,000
acres within the Empire, Cienega and Rose Tree ranches
near Sonoita, Arizona. In addition to extensive
grazing land the ranches include important riparian
areas, endangered species habitat, big and small game
habitat and open space for recreation activities.
Land use planning for this acquired land is scheduled
to begin in 1989. The resulting plan will become an
amendment to this RMP.
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m§ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
) mo‘f REGION X
215 Fremont Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94106
g Ay 1988

Arthur E_ Tower

Phoeni x Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Managenent
2015 W e Valley Road
Phoeni x, Arizona “8so027

Dear Mr. TOWer:

The Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
Phoeni x Resource Managenent Plan and oat Environnental | npact
Statement (DEl S). Under the National Environnental Policy A
and Section 309 of the dean Air Act, EPAis required to reéview
and comment onthis DES.

V¢ have classified this DEIS as Cat egor%/ EC- 2, Environnent al
Concerns-Insufficient Information (see the aftached "summary of
Rating Definitions and Fol lowup Actions). Qur rating reflects
concerns we have with existing watershed and riparian habitat
conditions in the Phoeni x Resource Area and the potential atten-

Eﬁnt \AD%tlgr quality inpacts. W have enclosed comments regarding
is .

EPA supports the acquisition of privately owned riparian
areas proposed under Alternatives B and C Te managenent
activities adrestoration neasures which wll ensure protection
of these areas and inprove watershed and riparian habitat
conditions should be discussed in the final EIS, EPA also
commends the controls proposed for off-road vehicle (CRV) use
under alternatives B and C. Watershed conditions and water
quality should benefit fromthe closure of open ORV areas.

% appreciate the o portunitEto review this DEIS ~ Please
send us two copies of the final EIS when it is filed with the
EPA Headquarters office. |f you have any questions, ?I ease cal |
nme at (415) 974-8083 (F1s 454-8083), or have your staff contact
David Powers at (415) 974-8107 (Ts 454-8187).

Sincerely, .

Yy e e ;.-

Dean.naM Weman, Director
O fice of External Aafairs

S3ISNOJS3H ANV SINIWWOD N3L1LIHM
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g may 1988
-1-
= i a ent Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Stétesient:
Water Quality

1. Page 10 of the DEI'S states that "the |ack of baseline and
pol lution source data precludes a reasonably accurate prediction
of the inmpacts resulting fromany of the alternatives. Ther e-
fore, further description of inpacts to water quality will be
indirectly assessed under the watershed conditions iIssue." W
strongly recommend that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
coordinate closely with the Arizona Departnent of Environnental
Quality (ADEQ), the Arizona Game and Fish Departnment, and the
U.S. Fish and WIldlife Service to determ ne existing water

quality and protected use baseline conditions and to identify
pol lution sour ces.

Section 319 of the Water Quality Act of 1987 established a new
program which requires states to asSSeSS nonpoint source pollution
probl ems, devel op a nonpoint source pol |l ution nana?enent program
and inplement controls to inprove water quality. dentified
control measures should be inplenented on BLM | ands to address
nonpoint source pollution problens. ADEQ is in the process of
assessing nonpoint source pollution problems statewide. Their
recently conpleted 305(b) Biennial Water Quality Report may al so
contai n information which can be used to supplenent BIM's exist-
ing data on watershed, riparian, and water quality conditions in
the final EIS. Additionally, the information BIM staff obtain
during grazing allotnent evaluations nmay assist ADEQ in the

devel opnent of their nonpoint source pollution managenent program

2. Page 109 and 110 of the DEIS identify nine specific riparian
areas (17.2 acres) on BLM | ands where ecol ogical conditions are in
poor condition and/or in a declining trend. Page 99 of the DEIS

i ndicates that 182,000 acres of watershed are in satisfactory con-
dition but are highly susceptible to erosion. An addi tional 348, 000
acres of watershed are classified as being in unsatisfactory erosion
condi tion. The final EI'S should discuss special management prac-
tices which will be afforded to sensitive watersheds and watersheds
in unsatisfactory erosion condition. Restoration treatments which
will be applied to watersheds in unsatisfactory condition and a

priority list and tinetable for inplenmentation of those treatnents
shoul d al so be discussed in the final EIS.

3. EPA supports the acquisition of 53 nmiles of riparian habitat
proposed under Alternatives B and C. The existing ecol ogi cal condi-
tions and trends of the habitat to be acquired and the 20 miles of
riparian habitat to betransferred to private or state ownership
should be discussed in the final EIS.

As stated in the draft rMp/EIS, Category IV watersheds
scheduled for special management and with riparian and
wildlife protection needs would receive priority for
activity planning and project work. The specific
improvements and methods used will be identified in
activity plans_for each area included in the proposed
RMP. The identified improvements and methods would
include soil or water conservation practices deemed
suitable best management.

NOILYNIQHOOD ANV NOLLYIINSNOD



€CT

44.-2

44.

88
gmay 9 o

4. The DEIS (pages. 144 and 15_32 states that under Alternatives B
and C 43 miles of riparian habitat woul d be nanaged to inprove
current conditions and that managenent enphasis woul d be directed
toward 50 mles ofriparian habitat jn eight areas of special
management. The final EIS shoul d discuss general managenment
practices which will_be afforded to riparian habitat in special
managenent areas. The management practices which will be agpl i ed
to inprove the current condition of 43 niles of riparian habitat
shoul d al so be discussed.

5 W& recommend close coordination with the Arizona Gane and Fish
Departnent, U S. Fish and Wldlife Service, and ADEQ durin

devel oprent and In'{)| enentation of the riparian managenent plans.
Coordination with these agencies should also occur Tor managenent
activities or decisions with the potential to inpact wetlands

and other fish/wildlife habitats (e.g.
corridors, wildlife enhancement plan devel opment, review of
mning plans of operation, developnent of roads).

Air Quality Comrents

1. The Phoenix and Tucson air basins are nonattainnent basins for
ozone and/or carbon monoxide and experience violations of particu-
|ate matter (PM,,) standards. The Phoenix Resource Area is adjacent
to these air ~hakPhs. Ve comrend ORV control s proposed under Alter-
native B and C and believe that fugitive em ssions may be reduced
when the controls are inplenmented.” Tho DEI'S alec idéntifies.
Prespr| bed burning, road construction, and construction of mineral
ailings piles as Potentl_al_ activities which can inpact air quallt)({
Page 19 indicates that mtigation for air quality inpacts is brought
forward in NEPA review of proposed projects. The final EI'S should
discuss_the general nitjgation neasures which will be enployed for
identified activities with the potential to inpact air quality,
particularly in the nonattai nment air basins.

Toxics Comment s

1. The acquisition of up to 476,430 acres of private and state
l'ands may occur under Al'ternative B (BwM's preferred alternative).
W understand that site-specific environnental analyses are
prepared for each acquisition. A recommends that the final EI'S
di scuss how srm will ‘determ ne whether any of the acquired |ands
contain sites where hazardous wastes were di sposed of in past years.
Once the lands become BLM property, BLM becones a responsible party
under the terms of the Superfund Arendnents and Reauthorization Act
of 1986 (p.r. 99-499). As such, BIM could be legally responsible
for remedial investigations, cleanup activities,-and-full-or partial
cleanup  costs. PleaSe contact Julie Anderson at (415) 974-8891 if
you have any questions on P.L. 99-499 requirenents.

designation of wutility 44-2,

44-3.

See 44-1 above.

Mtigation neasures for specific actions called for in
activity plans developed upon inplenentation of the

approved RMP woul d be determined in cooperation with
the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality

(ADEQ).
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45_' meet the criteria quoted on page 23, “such tract because of its
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United States Forest Prescott NF 344 South Cortez St.
Department of Service Prescott. AZ 86303
Agriculture

Reply To: 1950

Date: May 9, 1988

Arthur E. Tower

Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

We have reviewed the Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact statement. Your preferred Alternative B subscribes to resource
management objects that are similar to those contained in the recently
adopted Prescott National Forest Plan. This is particularly true in the
areas of range. watershed. and wildlife management.

The draft plan does not contain specific resource management prescriptions
but identifies management goals such as to improve watershed condition. Your
planned action to achieve the goal is to develop an activity plan. We trust

that our Comments will not be too specific for this level of plan and that
they can be considered.

1. Appendix 1 indicates that 100 acres in T. 14 N.. R .2 W.. Section 8
(Willow Administrative Site) meet the FLPMA Sales Criteria. That site.
however, contains improvements and is actively used as an administrative
site by the Prescott National Forest. Therefore, it does not appear to
location
or other characteristics is difficult and uneconomic to manage as part
of the public lands and is not suitable for management by another
Federal department or agency.” We would recommend this parcel be
retained in Federal ownership and transferred to the Forest Service.

We also have an interest in obtaining the 100 acres Identified 1n T. 14
N

.. R. 1 W., Sections 28, 31, and 33. We would utilize these tracts as

45-2 base for exchange to obtain private inholdings within the National

Forest This would result in improved management of the National Forest
and therefore benefit the public.

2. We concur with the rangeland management goals and planned actions as
stated. We would encourage coordinated ranch plans be pursued in those
cases where a permittee is authorized to operate on adjacent lands
administered by the BLM, Forest Service. and/or State of Arizona.

Caring for the Land and Serving People

45-1.

45-2.

The Willow Administrative Site has been removed from

the list of parcels meeting the criteria for sale in
the proposed RMP,

The land described is not available as exchange base
for the Prescott National Forest. It has been
identified by the BLN for use in state or private
exchanges to facilitate consolidation of land within
the proposed Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs).
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45-3

45-4

45.¢

45-6

457

45-8

45.9

3. We do not feel that fire management concerns have been adequately
addressed. We recommend more attention be given to this problem because
of the past history of fire starts in the proposed Black Canyon and Lake
Pleasant Resource Conservation Areas (RCA). This is particularly
critical when you consider the increased recreational activity that will
occur as a result of enlarging Lake Pleasant. We encourage you to
consider incorporating into the proposed plan the recommendations gf
previous fire and activity reviews.

4, we have similar concerns in the area of recreation O anegemcnt. We
would anticipate increased recreational use due to expansion plans for
Lake Pleasant. The proposed plan is quite general and indicates that
specific management plans will be developed in cooperation with BLM,

Bureau of Reclamation, and Maricopa County.

We feel that the increased use will expand outward from Lake Pleasant
and will impact adjacent undeveloped lands including the Prescott
National Forest. This not only increases the fire risk. but also
requires transportation planning within and outside the Lake Pleasant
Cooperative Recreation Management Area (CRMA). WC feel this should be
considered and addressed. Access is important to the management of the
increasing dispersed recreation use as well as for fire suppression
purposes. We recommend that Yavapai County and the Prescott National
Forest be included in recreation planning, transportation planning, and
fire pre-suppression and suppression planning.

5. There is little mention of law enforcement in the plan. We feel
that the law enforcement concern should be identified. We would assume
that Maricopa County will handle law enforcement in the Lake Pleasant
CRMA but there are concerns outside the CRMA. For example, off road
vehicle use is limited to existing roads and trails for al. areas. we
would anticipate that such restrictions would require increased
enforcement activity by the BLM and perhaps Yavapai County.

6. Visual resources are not mentioned.

7. Need to change name on map on page 73 from Horseshoe Lake to
Horsethief Lake.

8. We understand that the Black Canyon Trail depicted on page 76 enters
the Prescott National Forest on Forest Road No. 684 1n Secs. 24 end 25,
T. 9 N., R. 1 E,, rather than paralleling the Forest boundary as shown.
We recommend this be corrected to gssure future coordination 1§
accomplished.

9. We could not locate Hell's Canyon Recreation Management Avea gr the
Williams Mesa Multiple Resource Management Area as listed on page 30.

10. The statement under item 7, page 125 is not accurate. The Will gn
Administrative Site described under item one of this letter contains
Forest Service horse pastures, barn, corrals. storage buildings. a
remote access weather station and is actively utilized in managing the
Prescott National Forest.

45-3.

45-4.

45-S.

45-6.

45-7.

45-a.

45-9.

The BLM's Phoenix District fire management policy for
the Phoenix Resource Area is stated on page 19 of the
draft RMP/EIS. The Phoenix District has enjoyed a
close working relationship with other fire
organizations in the area and we expect the
cooperation to continue.

Both Yavapai County and the Prescott National Forest
would be included in recreation, transportation and
fire suppression plans for the proposed Lake Pleasant
Resource  Conservation  Area.

The BLM's Phoenix District has recently added law
enforcement personnel to its staff. These BLM rangers
will be responsible for enforcing federal law on
public land in the Lake Pleasant area.

Visual resource management was not an issue in the
RMP. Impacts on visual and scenic resources are
always evaluated by the BLM on a case-by-case basis
when considering land use authorizations. Visual
resource evaluations are addressed in the
environmental assessment prepared for each proposed
project.

The comment is correct. The map depicting the Black
Canyon Trails CRMA has been corrected in the proposed
RMP.  See map 2-26 in this document.

All special management areas are more clearly
delineated on maps in the proposed RMP.

Refer to response 45-1 above.
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11. As BLM ownership is consolidated under the land tenure adjustment, 45-10
45 |O we request that road and trail easements be reserved to provide fot ! The BLM does
- public access t. the National Forests. We would be happy to cooperate
in any way possible to accomplish this task.

not anticipate road closures into any of
the National Forests.

We trust that our comments will be useful to you in the preparation of your
final plan and environmental impact statement. We do appreciate the
opportunity to review the document and provide input.

Sincerely,

Forest Supervisor
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